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CHAPTER 1. EPIDEMIOLOGICAL AND SOCIAL 
RESEARCH OF MARIJUANA USE 
The discipline of sociology is concerned with assessing 
the behaviors of individuals as they interact in groups. One 
specific issue of interest in such assessment is accounting 
for factors believed influential in bringing about the 
behavior studied. Identification of such factors allow 
scientists to predict future occurrences of the behavior, and 
posit or amend theoretical explanations regarding processes 
operating to bring about the behavior. 
The research here investigates initial involvement in 
behavior considered deviant by the norms and values of our 
society. Specifically, selected variables, associated with 
marijuana use, are assessed as to their ability to predict 
initial use of marijuana. Panel data, collected in 1969, 
1971, and 1973 from a sample originally enrolled at Illinois 
State University and not reporting marijuana use in 1969, and 
cross sectional data, collected in 1976 from a sample enrolled 
at Iowa State University, are analyzed to develop models 
designating variables salient to the prediction of initial 
marijuana use. Selection of variables for assessment is 
based on a reference group theoretical orientation, suggesting 
that if one accounts for factors indicative of participation 
in a marijuana-using social milieu, he or she can make 
successful predictions of initial marijuana use. Thus, 
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results of this project are relevant to sociology in that it 
focuses on assessment of factors influencing involvement in 
behavior and employs a reference group orientation to predict 
initial involvement in that behavior. 
Resolution of the research problem also has substantive, 
theoretical and practical importance for the sociology of 
deviance. First, the topic area investigated by this subject 
(i.e. initiation to marijuana use) represents an area where 
only minimal research has been conducted. Second, differ­
ential association theory, offered in the literature as an 
explanation for marijuana use, is used to guide the research. 
Results of this study suggest whether differential associa­
tion explanations for deviance provide a basis for predicting 
initial marijuana use. Finally, identification of specific 
variables predictive of first use of jnana should be or 
interest to practitioners working to draft efficient drug-use 
prevention programs, or those engaged in determining social 
policy toward the control of marijuana use. 
Before presenting specific research questions investi­
gated, literature devoted to marijuana use is reviewed to 
document current widespread use of marijuana and concern with 
marijuana use as a problem. Variables found associated with 
marijuana use, and explanations offered for marijuana involve­
ment are also reviewed. The research questions of this 
project incorporate results from previous research and address 
issues currently unresolved in the literature. 
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Incidence of Marijuana Use 
The past ten years have witnessed increased usage of 
marijuana in the American society. No longer is use of this 
drug confined to lower class and Bohemian urban subcultures, 
marginal to the general culture, but rather it is now not 
uncommonly consumed within all strata of the American popula­
tion. Numerous surveys and research projects have documented 
the precipitous increase in marijuana consumption by the 
American public (e.g. Josephson, 1974; Hochman, 1972; Ferraro 
and Billings, 1974; Garfield and Garfield, 1973; Church 
et al., 1974). As the National Commission on Marihuana and 
Drug Abuse (1972:7) reports, the use of marijuana has "spanned 
every social class and geographic region." 
With increased use of marijuana, one might be led to 
assume a growing consensus among the general public favoring 
the use of that drug. This does not seem to be the case. 
Gusfield (1975:10) notes that drug use resulting in heightened 
experience and retreat from active and aggressive behavior 
/ma r - i  - i i i ana  i  r>/ - t  1  n \  lopHa i  n  cnr ' i  i n  fha f  
this "alternative consciousness" represents an attack on con­
ventional social life. Supporting the notion that marijuana 
use has not become accepted in America is the fact that even 
though the federal government and a majority of states have 
adjusted laws to make possession of marijuana a misdemeanor 
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(Nahas, 1973:47), still no state has legalized the use of 
this drug. 
Marijuana is considered as part of the general "drug 
problem" in this country. Reflecting concern over the drug 
problem are the large amounts of federal money spent on drug 
programs ($40.5 million in 1973)(Brotman and Suffet, 1975:54), 
and the fact that a majority of those polled in a recent 
survey listed "drug use" as among the most serious problems 
in the country (Abelson et al., 1973:518). 
Thus increased use of marijuana, as well as other drugs, 
has been accompanied by a growing concern over drug use. 
Scientists from many disciplines have been attracted to the 
drug abuse field to conduct research concerning marijuana use. 
Findings and explanations from research activities dealing 
with factors accounting for marijuana use are pertinent to 
this research project. 
Social Research in the Use of Marijuana 
Numerous studies have focused on explaining why people 
use marijuana. Research in this area can be subdivided into 
findings reporting correlates of marijuana use and explana­
tions offered for marijuana using behavior. 
Correlates of marijuana use 
Results from studies of marijuana users, and comparisons 
of user and nonuser groups within the same study, have 
5 
identified a number of correlates of marijuana use. These 
factors have been suggested as variables which character­
istically differentiate those who use the drug from those 
who do not. 
Age (Blum, 1969:81; Abelson et al., 1973:632; Fisher 
and Steckler, 1974:88; Hochman, 1972:88) and sex (Johnson, 
1973:52; Abelson et al., 1973:619; Hochman, 1972:89; Ferraro 
and Billings, 1974:323; Bogg and Hughes, 1973:495) have been 
found significantly related to marijuana use. Peak incidence 
of marijuana usage generally occurs within the 18-21 years 
age category (Abelson et al., 1973:633; Hochman, 1972:88), 
and more men than women seem to be represented among marijuana 
users (Johnson, 1973:34; Hochman, 1972:89; Bogg and Hughes, 
1973:495; Ferraro and Billings, 1974:323). 
liiOrèâSêu forïûâl èuuCâLxOii cluu. luVolVêïûêi'i u lu a COllêyc 
rather than civilian environment have demonstrated associa­
tions to marijuana use (Abelson et al., 1973:1973:619,-
Johnson, 1974:35). Blum (1969:81) notes that older upper-
classmen are more likely to report marijuana use, explaining 
that prolonged exposure to drug availability and pro-drug 
arguments, found among those in the college environment for 
a longer period of time, contributes to marijuana use. 
Availability of the drug and opportunities to use 
marijuana have also been shown to relate to marijuana use. 
Generally, greater availability and reported opportunities 
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to use the drug result in more frequent reports of marijuana 
use (Goodman, 1972:263-264; Nahas, 1973:259; Strategy Council 
on Drug Abuse, 1973:142). 
Several attitudinal elements have been found to be 
related to marijuana use. Positive attitudes or tolerance of 
marijuana use seem more prevalent among users than nonusers 
(Church et al., 1974:231; Kohn and Mercer, 1971:128; Sadava, 
1973a:376; King, 1970b:217). Additionally, desire to try 
marijuana, based on curiosity about the drug, has been shown 
related to initial use (Goodman, 1972:263-264; Keeler, 1968: 
387; Plant, 1975:78; Hochman, 1972:13; Vincent, 1972:159; 
Fisher and Steckler, 1974:89; Cheek et al., 1973a:20; Blum, 
1969:273). 
Several researchers have noted a strong positive associa­
tion between rhe us*? of TTi?.ri by nnm's fTÎpnÔR ann onp's 
own marijuana use (Lawrence and Velleman, 1974:134; Strategy 
Council on Drug Abuse, 1973:142; Sadava, 1975:29; Plant, 1975: 
78; Cheek et al., 1973b:336; Blum, 1969:278), and have further 
suggested that this relationship holds in the case of initia­
tion to marijuana use (Sadava, 1973a:376; Cheek et al., 1973a: 
19-20; Fisher and Steckler, 1974:89; Bean, 1971:82-83). 
Kandel (1973:1068) has stated that "Involvement with other 
drug-using adolescents is the most important correlate of 
adolescent marijuana use," and Johnson (1973:66) concludes 
from his study of college students that "... membership in 
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a peer group where marihuana is used . . . greatly increases 
the chances that the individual will begin to use marihuana." 
Finally, it must be recognized that marijuana use is a 
complex issue which cannot be explained by simply accounting 
for one variable. Brotman and Suffet (1975:62) have noted 
that the "... causes are multiplex, ranging from the 
individual level (personality attributes), to the interac­
tional level (differential access to and involvement in drug-
using groups), to the macrosocial level (for example, the 
evolutionary trend in our society toward acceptance of mildly 
hedonistic forms of recreation)." Thus, as several 
researchers have noted (e.g. Keeler, 1968; Hochman, 1972; 
Goodman, 1972; Plant, 1975), combinations of variables may be 
related to marijuana use. 
nxu i iwu^ i i  u j -LV i i  w i .  uw j  
use is enlightening, these findings do not answer the question 
of why individuals begin and maintain marijuana use. To 
address this issue one must review the explanations offered 
for the use of this drug. 
Explanations for marijuana use 
Most current explanations of marijuana involvement are 
based on notions about marijuana use careers offered by 
Becker in the 1950's. He suggested that changes in group 
participation and membership accounted for varying levels of 
marijuana use (Becker, 1963:66). Participation in marijuana-
8 
using groups was viewed as a vehicle through which the 
beginning smoker circumvents major societal controls against 
use: i.e. (1) gains access to a supply of the drug, (2) has 
fears concerning secrecy of use challenged, and (3) has the 
conventional moral view of marijuana smokers challenged 
(Becker, 1955:38-42). Following Becker's work, explanations 
have emphasized the impact of explanatory factors within 
marijuana-using social milieus (e.g. attitudes, values, 
norms), operating in a socialization process, which bring 
about marijuana use (e.g. National Commission on Marihuana 
and Drug Abuse, 1972:41; Jessor et al., 1973:14). 
Several factors have been suggested to be operating, 
through participation in a marijuana-using group, which act 
to change one's attitudes and values concerning marijuana use. 
exposed to a more emancipated view of drug use (Becker, 1963: 
73-74), has the smoking experience defined as desirable 
behavior (Goode, 1969:54-55), gains first hand information 
that others are using marijuana without harm (Schaps and 
Sanders, 1970:144), and may develop a "socially defined 
motivation" to try marijuana from interaction with marijuana 
users (Weis, 1974:278). Because marijuana is a social object 
(Schmitt and Grupp, 197 3), the "meaning" associated with 
marijuana use varies with different social groups. As one 
participates in marijuana-using groups, he or she learns the 
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meanings imputed to marijuana within this group (Becker, 1967; 
Sadava, 1973b). These experiences may operate to alter the 
individual's attitude toward marijuana use. 
Factors operate within marijuana-using groups to dispel 
fears concerning the possibility of physical, mental, or 
social harm and legal apprehension. Through participation, 
one learns that (1) the effects of the drug may be contrary 
to that reported in scientific literature (Kohn and Mercer, 
1971:131), (2) people other than dope fiends and derelicts 
would consider using marijuana (Carey, 1968:52), and (3) the 
certainty of legal apprehension is not a viable reason for 
nonuse (Burkett and Jensen, 1975:528). 
Interaction with marijuana-using others also contributes 
to use by providing the social opportunity for marijuana use 
to those who are curious about the drug (National Commission 
On Marihuana and Drug Abuse, 1972:43). Further, it has been 
suggested that the individual is expected to use marijuana in 
these group settings (Johnson, 1973). As Johnson (1973:67) 
notes, "The greater the involvement of students in cannabis-
using circles, the more students are subject to the conduct 
norm 'Thou shalt use marihuana'." Thus, by simply partici­
pating in marijuana-using groups, one is confronted with norms 
prescribing the use of that drug, and may have to face nega­
tive sanctions from the immediate social situation if he or 
she chooses to continue marijuana abstention. 
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The various explanatory factors described above do not 
operate independently of one another, but combine to form a 
process of social learning and peer support for marijuana use 
(Sadava and Forsyth, 1975b:l). As the National Commission On 
Marihuana and Drug Abuse (1972:44) has stated 
A subtle process of acquiring attitudes 
favorable to drug use, of having friends and 
acquaintances who define the marihuana 
experience in acceptable and favorable terms, 
and of having a social belief system which 
prepares one to accept the conversion process 
to begin with, are all powerful complementary 
factors which direct a young person toward 
marihuana use. 
The recurring emphasis on factors operating within a 
social milieu characterized by the use of marijuana suggests 
that the primary orientation posited to explain marijuana 
involvement is from the reference group perspective. Since 
mdiijuaiia use reieiS Lo specific beaavior (i.e. marijuana 
smoking), the influence of the social milieu is viewed in a 
normative function. Kelley (1968;80-81) explains that 
A group functions as a normative reference 
group for a person to the extent that its 
evaluations of him are based upon the degree 
of his conlormlLy lo certain standards of 
behavior or attitude and to the extent that 
the delivery of rewards or punishments is 
conditional upon these evaluations. 
One specific theoretical explanation of deviance, within 
the reference group perspective, has found particular support 
from literature on marijuana use. Kandel (1974) and Plant 
(1975) both found that their research findings supported the 
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theory of differential association developed by Sutherland. 
Additionally, Sadava (1973a:372) found support for explaining 
marijuana use by using social learning theory, recognized as 
a restatement of differential association theory using 
Skinnerian learning principles (Burgess and Akers, 1975:224-
225; Akers, 1973;vii). 
Haskell and Yablonsky (1974:466), quoting Donald Cressey, 
note that the central thesis of differential association 
theory's explanation for deviance is that 
criminal [or deviant] behavior is learned 
through interaction with others in intimate 
personal groups. The learning includes 
techniques for committing criminal [or 
deviant] acts, plus the motives, drives, 
rationalizations, and attitudes favorable 
to the commission of crime [or deviance]. 
Given that involvement with marijuana is explained by 
aa a  xeou iC u i .  pax  Cj l  Cxpa  uxu i i  wx  WiX i i  
marijuana-using groups, how do the empirical findings pre­
sented relate to these social-theoretical explanations offered 
for marijuana use? Some of these correlates are directly 
related to explanations for marijuana use offered. For 
example, "friends drug use" indicates participation in 
marijuana-using groups, "availability-opportunity" indicates 
the confrontation of norms prescribing use, and "positive 
attitude toward marijuana use" suggests a lessening of con­
trols prohibiting marijuana use. Other correlates, such as 
age, sex, and involvement in a college environment, are 
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indirectly related to explanations for use of this drug. 
That is they do not substantively explain marijuana use, but 
represent characteristics of marijuana-using groups that may 
indirectly indicate participation in such groups. 
The theoretical explanations offered for marijuana use 
from the reference group perspective and differential associa­
tion theory suggest that participation in a marijuana-using 
group best accounts for one's use of marijuana. Through such 
participation, an individual is exposed to attitudes and 
values which define marijuana smoking as a positive activity, 
and is confronted with norms prescribing the use of that drug. 
Through repeated associations with members of this group, a 
socialization process operates to bring one's attitudes and 
values in line with this group, thus leading to the use of 
maiij uana. 
Given empirical support in explaining marijuana use from 
a reference group perspective with differential association 
theory, these explanations are adopted for the research here. 
This investigator uses a reference group orientation with 
differential association theory to guide the research. 
Specifically, these explanations are used as a guide for 
selecting variables and factors which are apparently crucial 
in explaining marijuana use. Those variables selected for 
analysis include factors indicative of participation in a 
social milieu characterized by marijuana use (e.g. close 
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friends who use marijuana, opportunities to try marijuana), 
and factors intrinsic to the individual, which are effected 
through group participation, that might act to precipitate 
marijuana use (e.g. attitude toward marijuana use, expressed 
desire to try marijuana). Thus, this research incorporates 
current theoretical explanations offered for marijuana use to 
ascertain whether these explanations provide a basis for pre­
dicting initial use of the drug. 
Evaluation of Previous Research 
When assessing findings and explanations related to 
marijuana use, one must be aware that characteristics of 
users and user-groups may vary depending upon the degree of 
involvement with marijuana. Becker (1955:35-36) identified 
Wl. J.ii VV ^ V ClUdl U wxuil luaj. u. j u.ciiici • ilc 
users as "beginner," when smoking for the first time, 
"occasional user," when use is sporadic and dependent on 
chance factors, and "regular user," when use becomes a 
systematic daily routine. Since Becker's publication, other 
research has made similar distinctions regarding "marijuana 
users" (e.g. Sadava, 1975:10; Strategy Council on Drug Abuse, 
1973:55; Tec, 1970:657; Vincent, 1972:153). 
The importance of these distinctions come to bear wnen 
considering specific explanations for marijuana use. As many 
have noted (e.g. Johnson, 1973:51; Sadava, 1975:33; Strategy 
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Council on Drug Abuse, 1973:5; Becker, 1963:23; Cross and 
Davis, 1972:67), the same factors may not be operating, or be 
operating to different degrees, at the various stages of 
marijuana use. Thus, the particular stages of drug-use 
careers represented in specific research reports may be a 
confounding factor impeding the use of findings for prediction 
of initial marijuana use. 
To date, few research projects have focused upon 
establishing predictive or explanatory variables of initial 
marijuana use. Further, the few studies which do address 
prediction of initial marijuana use suffer from methodological 
deficiencies regarding research design, time lag in longi­
tudinal data collection, or representativeness of samples 
employed for research. Additionally, several important 
questions, crucial to predicting initial marijuana use, are 
as yet unanswered in the literature. 
In view of the fact that most marijuana users today 
seldom graduate past the "beginner" or novice stage of use 
(Nahas, 1973:41), it would seem that more research focusing 
on questions related to why someone begins marijuana use is 
needed. This author knows of only five major studies, other 
than the one currently being reported, which have approached 
this area of investigation. 
Johnson (1973:62) collected data at one point in time 
from New York metropolitan area college students and 
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concluded that he could predict marijuana use from several 
factors which indicate presence of marijuana-using friends. 
However, the use of a cross sectional research design may not 
allow accurate assessment of factors believed to predict or 
explain initial marijuana use. To establish the significance 
of predictors using a cross sectional approach, the researcher 
must rely on the subject's retrospective abilities and subjec­
tive interpretation of personal events believed to influence 
initiation to drug use. The longitudinal design is more 
appropriate here in that it allows one to empirically 
establish that the presence of alleged predictors did in fact 
occur prior to initial marijuana use. Various researchers 
(e.g. Groves, 1974:273; Johnson, 1974:29; Johnson, 1973:205) 
have noted advantages in using longitudinal designs to assess 
factura related tu drug use, and it haa been Inuiuateu 
(Sadava, 1975:51; Johnson, 1973:193-194; Sadava, 1973b:77) 
that as investigators entertain questions of "î«7hat causes 
initial marijuana use?," longitudinal-based research findings 
will be more valuable than cross sectional results. 
A second methodological problem may be operating within 
research projects conducted by Blum (1969), Jessor et al. 
(1973), Sadava (1973a; 1973b), and Sadava and Forsyth (1975a; 
1975b). Each of these studies have identified prediction 
variables, indicative of attitudinal and behavioral processes 
operating through participation in drug-using groups, which 
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are offered to explain marijuana use. However, the time 
interval between longitudinal data collection in these proj­
ects might not have been sufficient to allow factors 
influencing initiation to marijuana use to work. The time 
intervals between data collection phases for Blum, Jessor 
et al., Sadava, and Sadava and Forsyth were nine months, one 
year, six months, and six months, respectively. 
Initial use of marijuana seems to result from a process 
which involves changing exposure to, attitudes, and beliefs 
regarding marijuana use. To this author's knowledge, research 
in the area of initiation to drug use has not assessed the 
amount of time this process typically involves in producing 
marijuana use, and perhaps with the exception of inferences 
made from Becker's (1955) observations, has not assessed the 
specific sequence or events within this process. Given lack 
of guidance from the current state of the literature, one can 
question whether the time intervals between data collection 
phases of Blum's, Jessor et al.'s, Sadava's, and Sadava and 
Forsyth's projects were sufficient for the various factors in 
the process of initiation to marijuana use to operate. 
Finally, the methodological problem of representativeness 
of subject samples may apply to the studies of Blum, Jessor 
et al., Sadava, and Sadava and Forsyth. All four studies used 
subjects selected from a college or university student popu­
lation, yet, based on descriptions of sample selection 
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procedures, none of the samples were representative of their 
respective college populations. Blum's (1969:279-280) sub­
jects were members of two fraternity houses on a university 
campus, Jessor et al.'s (1973:3-4) college sample was selected 
from a list of freshmen in the College of Arts and Sciences, 
Sadava's (1973a;375) sample was presumably selected from a 
list of freshmen enrolled in the university where the study 
was conducted, and Sadava and Forsyth's (1975a:9) sample 
depended on volunteers from introductory Psychology classes 
and responses to advertisements on campus. Braucht et al. 
(1973:102) have recognized use of unrepresentative samples as 
a shortcoming in the literature, making it difficult to 
delineate the sociocultural and personality correlates of 
drug use. Thus, implications about initiation to marijuana 
use arriGng "college students" baccd cn the data from these 
four studies may be subject to sampling error. 
Beyond these methodological problems, several questions, 
crucial to predicting initial marijuana use, are as yet not 
adequately answered in the literature. Here, three questions 
can be asked of variables associated with marijuana use, 
regarding their ability to predict initial use of the drug. 
First, "Which of the variables shown to be associated 
with marijuana use are most salient to predicting initial use 
of that drug?" Typical research demonstrates the ability of 
variables to distinguish between "users" or "nonusers" of 
18 
marijuana, but few efforts have approached the question of 
whether these variables are predictive of initial use of the 
drug. 
Second, "Are the variables which demonstrate salience 
to predicting initial use of marijuana at one time consistent 
in their ability to predict initial marijuana involvement 
over time?" For example, if the variable "tolerant attitude 
toward marijuana use" was predictive of initial use of 
marijuana at one point in time, is it predictive of initial 
marijuana use two or three years in the future? This question 
might be resolved by comparing results of studies conducted 
at different points in time. However, a problem of compara­
bility of results presents itself due to the possibility of 
sampling population qIfferences in studies compared. Assess­
ment of multi-point, longitudinal panel data is necessary to 
accurately resolve this question. To this author's knowledge, 
no investigator, excluding the research here, has gathered 
this type of data to analyze this question. 
Finally, "Do any of the variables salient to the predic­
tion of initial use of marijuana interact or operate in 
combination to predict initial marijuana use?" Although some 
research has addressed this question (e.g. Jessor et al., 
1973) , more empirical investigation is desirable in order to 
establish accurate predictions of initial marijuana use. 
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In summary, previous research investigating prediction 
of initial marijuana use suffers from (1) a lack of empirical 
research focusing on the beginning stage of a marijuana use 
career, (2) methodological shortcomings in research designs 
and sampling procedures employed within the few major research 
efforts concerned with initiation to marijuana use, and (3) a 
number of unanswered crucial questions regarding variables 
thought to be predictive of initial use of marijuana. More 
empirical work is needed before full explanation or prediction 
of initial marijuana use is realized. Specifically, research 
focusing on initiation to marijuana use, not subject to the 
methodological shortcomings delineated above, is needed to 
provide answers to the crucial questions presented concerning 
the ability of variables to predict initiation to marijue^a 
use. 
Present Research Problem 
The purposes of this research are threefold: to (1) add 
to the currently limited empirically-based knowledge con­
cerning factors believed to predict initial marijuana use, 
(2) provide a more rigorous analysis of selected variables 
indicated by past research to predict marijuana use, and 
(3) to overcome certain methodological limitations of previous 
research assessing factors considered influential in predict­
ing the use of marijuana. These purposes are to be achieved 
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through the development and comparison of models for the 
prediction of initiation to marijuana use, based on both 
panel and cross sectional data. The model development 
approach, based on outcomes of regression analyses, is used 
here because it allows assessment as to which independent 
variables, from several considered, are the most efficient 
in predicting initial marijuana use, thus going beyond con­
sideration of bivariate relationships. Generating such models 
facilitates comparisons of results from panel and cross sec­
tional data. 
Research focusing on identification of specific predic­
tors of marijuana use have identified a number of variables 
which differentiate those who use marijuana from those who 
maintain abstention. Generally, it is concluded that these 
significant variables aic in some way indicative of under­
lying processes (e.g. socialization, attitude change) believed 
to explain personal involvement with the drug. The research 
questions entertained by this project go further than previous 
research investigating processes of becoming a marijuana user, 
by assessing three issues in the prediction of marijuana use. 
First, most research enumerating variables which differ­
entiate marijuana users from nonusers base conclusions on the 
ability of the variables to significantly distinguish 
dichotomous categories of "users" and "nonusers" or, in some 
cases, multiple categories of use such as "beginner," 
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"occasional," and "heavy" users. Few research efforts have 
approached the question of whether these variables can be 
used to predict initial marijuana use. Even those projects 
which have considered initial stages of marijuana use careers 
have not assessed all the variables included in this project 
within one study. Thus one of the goals of this project is 
to establish which of the variables, suggested by past 
research efforts as associated with marijuana use, are most 
salient to predicting initial use of that drug. 
Second, even though specific variables have been found 
to have an impact on marijuana use (in cross sectional work 
distinguishing users from nonusers and in longitudinal work 
where distinctions are made between those who will and will 
not begin use of marijuana), one can still query as to the 
(jvjiiiD-L& Ceiiuy UJL Ciixo C uvcj. uxn'c* wu u i i ck  z: v 
predict use, or differentiate users from nonusers, from one 
year to the next? This question is particularly noteworthy 
given general increased rates of use and growing acceptance 
of use in our society. Due to the possibility of sampling 
population differences, comparisons of research findings to 
date, even those making longitudinal assessments at two points 
in time, would not necessarily provide an accurate answer to 
this question. What is needed to assess this question is 
longitudinal panel data with multi-point contact, such as 
that analyzed in this project. Thus a second goal of this 
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research is to assess whether salient variables predicting 
initial marijuana use exhibit a consistent impact in their 
ability to differentiate initial users from nonusers over 
time. 
Finally, few research efforts have gone beyond assessing 
the independent impact of variables believed to predict 
marijuana use. The third goal of this research is to assess 
whether salient variables interact or operate in combination 
to predict marijuana use. 
The research here designates and examines variables 
grouped under three factors shown by previous literature to 
predict the use of marijuana. These groupings include 
BACKGROUND, EXTRINSIC, and INTRINSIC factors.^ 
First, a set of BACKGROUND factors are designated as 
pi.euxcLois oT o-iiiLial iuctrijuand use. Herê, variables 
typically considered in social research to be background 
characteristics of respondents are treated as one group of 
variables. Specifically, sex, age, educational attainment, 
and occupational status (e.g. student, job, military) are 
^Sadava and Forsyth (1975a) designate prediction variables 
as operating in "Person" and "Environmental" systems, and note 
that the variables from both of these systems add to predic­
tion and explanation of initial marijuana use. Variables 
designated here operating as INTRINSIC factors are comparable 
to variables in Sadava and Forsyth's "Person System," and 
variables designated here as EXTRINSIC and BACKGROUND factors 
are comparable to variables in "Environmental Systems" from 
the Sadava and Forsyth model. 
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assessed as the their ability to predict initial marijuana 
use. 
Second, a set of EXTRINSIC factors are designated as 
predictors of initial marijuana use. In this case, variables 
suggested as influential in producing marijuana use which are 
external to an individual, or part of the social situation or 
milieu, are considered. For analyses here, the variables 
"exposure to close marijuana-using friends" and "opportunity 
to use marijuana" are assessed as extrinsic factors producing 
initial involvement with marijuana. 
Finally, a set of INTRINSIC factors, or variables 
operating internally within the individual to produce or 
abstain from marijuana use, are designated as predictors of 
initial use of that.drug. Included here are the variables 
uw uj-y iiiaxx j uaiia. ^ uwxcxauu auuxuuuc 
marijuana use,-" "changes in attitude toward marijuana use," 
and "beliefs causing hesitancy to tr\; marijuana," 
The research strategy employed is to assess two sets of 
data in order to develop and compare models designating 
variables salient to the prediction of initial marijuana use. 
The first set of data contains information collected from the 
same respondents in 1969, 1971, and 1973 who, in 1969, 
reported never having used marijuana. Results of regression 
analyses are used to develop models which designate (1) those 
variables in 1969 which best predicted initial marijuana use 
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by 1971, and (2) those variables in 1971 which best predicted 
initial marijuana use by 1973. The second set of data is 
cross sectional and contains information collected from 
respondents in 1976. Again, results of regression analyses 
from these data are used to develop a model designating which 
variables best predicted marijuana use. The resultant models, 
based on panel and cross sectional data, are then compared in 
resolving the research questions of this project. 
In summary, this research is designed to add to current 
empirically-based knowledge concerning factors operating 
within the general process of becoming a marijuana user. 
Specifically, selected variables suggested by past research 
to be associated with marijuana use, or predictive of initial 
use of that drug, are assessed as to their ability to predict 
J. i i X U J. C2. J- iliClX J. J Ciaxxci YV JL L.W "W o a. 
research questions are employed in assessing the predictive 
abilities of these variables: 
(1) Which of the selected variables are most salient 
to predicting initial marijuana use? 
\£s J L.iiS5G 3 a. J- X Sn u V a. ITIL ôÀKJ _L G S CCnSiGi^ Griu Z.ÏI 
ability to predict initial marijuana use over time? 
(3) Do these salient variables interact or operate in 
combination to predict initial marijuana use? 
Results of analyses are used to develop and compare models 
for predicting initial use of marijuana, designating which 
variables are most salient for predicting first use of the 
drug. 
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This research is viewed as making a significant contribu­
tion to literature dealing with factors accounting for 
marijuana use, and to the sociology of deviance. It goes 
beyond previous research by providing a test of the relative 
importance of variables found related to marijuana use from 
various studies, assesses the consistency of impact of the 
predictive variables over time, and considers interactive or 
combined effects of the variables in predicting marijuana use. 
The following points should be recognized regarding the 
substantive importance of this research: 
(1) Longitudinal and unique characteristics of this 
research (e.g. track specific individuals over a 
four-year period, all panel respondents initially 
inexperienced with marijuana, 81% return rate after 
four years), as well as entertaining questions 
concerning the consistency of impact and interac­
tion, contribute to providing a rigorous test of 
the variables currently thought to influence initia­
tion to marijuana use. 
(2) The longitudinal panel design,- tracking specific 
individuals over time, provides verification that 
the variables predicting marijuana use preceded the 
dependent variable. 
(3) Assessment of factors involved with the "beginner" 
stage of a dr^jg use career represents concern with 
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questions from an area where only limited research 
has been conducted. 
(4) The development and comparison of models designating 
variables highly salient to the prediction of 
initial marijuana use is a step toward understanding 
why an individual becomes a drug user. 
Results of this study also have theoretical and practical 
importance for the sociology of deviance. Differential 
association theory is utilized in making predictions of 
initial marijuana use. Results here contribute to the 
assessment of sociological deviance theory. Further, sub­
jects in this research are college students; persons who will 
most likely become "middle-class citizens" in the immediate 
future. Identification of variables which predict initial 
marijuana use for those who will become romorrow's middle-
class citizens thus has practical implications for those 
charged with establishing social policy toward the control of 
marijuana use. 
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CHAPTER 2. METHODOLOGY OF STUDY 
This research was designed to determine which variables, 
suggested by past research to be characteristic of marijuana 
users and marijuana-using groups, account for initial 
marijuana use. The research strategy employed was to develop 
and compare models for the prediction of initial use of mari­
juana, designating those variables which were salient to 
first use of that drug. Two sets of data, one based on a 
panel research design gathering information in 1969, 1971, 
and 1973 from respondents who initially reported never having 
used marijuana, and another collecting information from a 
cross sectional study in 1976, were utilized in the develop­
ment of these models. This chapter is devoted to methodologi­
cal considerations of the research projcct. 
Variables and Predictors Used in the Study 
This investigator used a reference group orientation 
with differential association theory as a guide for selecting 
variables believed to be crucial in explaining marijuana use. 
The theoretical position employed assumes that if one partic­
ipates in a social milieu comprised of reference others who 
use marijuana, evaluations regarding acceptance of that 
individual by members of the group will be made according to 
one's degree of conformity to certain standards of behavior 
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and attitude involving marijuana use. Further, through 
repeated interaction with marijuana users, one becomes in­
volved in a socialization process, resulting in first use of 
marijuana, through his or her exposure to attitudes, values, 
and norms of this group which prescribe marijuana use. The 
variables selected and treated as predictors of initial mari­
juana use in this project have been suggested by past research 
to be characteristic of marijuana users or marijuana-using 
groups. 
The specific variables selected for assessment have been 
enumerated in Chapter 1 (pp. 22-23) . These variables were 
treated as factors believed to predict initial marijuana use 
and grouped as follows: 
BACKGROUND factors -
GcX 
Age 
Educational attainment 
Occupational status 
EXTRINSIC factors -
Exposure to close marijuana-using friends 
Opportunity to use marijuana 
INTRINSIC factors -
Expressed desire to try marijuana 
Tolerant attitude toward marijuana use 
Changes in attitude toward marijuana use 
Beliefs causing hesitancy to try marijuana 
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The selection of these specific variables for assessment 
as predictors of initial marijuana use was based on considera­
tion of several criteria including results from previous 
research projects, potential indication of participation in a 
social milieu comprised of marijuana users, and repeated 
measurement of the variables within the study reported here.^ 
These variables were considered as independent variables in 
the study. 
The impact of additional variables on the EXTRINSIC 
factors delineated above was also assessed. In stating his 
basic principles of differential association, Sutherland 
(Sutherland and Cressey, 1966:82) noted that, among other 
variables, differential associations may vary in "frequency" 
and "duration." Thus, affects of the variables "frequency of 
exposure" and "duration of exposure" (i.e. huw lony known) 
were assessed when examining the impact of "exposure to close 
marijuana-using friends" in regards to prediction of initial 
marijuana use. Also, the effect of the variable "number of 
opportunities" was assessed when considering the predictive 
ability of "opportunity to use marijuana." 
^Data collection for this project was initiated in 1969, 
prior to publication of findings from other relevant research 
projects. Thus, measurement of a number of variables shown 
to be associated with marijuana use (e.g. cigarette smoking, 
alcohol consumption, religious and political orientation) 
were not included within this project* 
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The dependent variable within this study was the occur­
rence of a marijuana experience, or, more specifically, 
initial marijuana use. When respondents reported they had 
smoked marijuana at least once, they were considered as a 
"marijuana user" for analysis purposes. 
Hypotheses 
Consideration of hypotheses in this project did not 
represent a traditional approach whereby hypotheses are 
developed from theory and tested with sample data in a 
logico-deductive framework. Rather, concern was building or 
developing models designating those variables most salient to 
predicting initial use of marijuana. Consequently, an 
inductive framework was employed, and resulting models sug­
gested relationships of independent and dependent variables. 
Hypotheses were generated by the results of this research, 
2 
and left to be tested by other research endeavors. Given 
the state of literature regarding initiation to marijuana use, 
that is, that little is known about the relative importance 
of variables suggested to be influential in bringing about 
marijuana use, it seemed this approach was most appropriate, 
or informative, in that it allowed assessment as to which 
specific variables were salient to predicting initial 
2 For further consideration of the use of hypotheses with 
the inductive approach see Glaser and Strauss (1967). 
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marijuana use at the various time periods represented in the 
data. 
However, the use of hypotheses is not completely absent 
from the inductive framework utilized here. "Working," or 
"guiding," hypotheses were indirectly employed through assump­
tions made in designing analytical procedures. It was assumed 
that the selected variables, suggested by the literature to 
be associated with marijuana use, operated to bring about 
initial use of the drug. For example, it was assumed that 
being in an 18 to 21 years age category, having opportunities 
to use marijuana, or expressing a desire to try marijuana was 
related to first use of marijuana. Analysis procedures 
followed were designed to determine whether these assumptions 
were empirically supported. Thus, hypotheses were used, but 
operated to guide the research rather than presented for 
testing in a logico-deductive framework. 
Research Procedures 
Research procedures regarding sample selection and size, 
and respondent contact and interview were comparable for both 
the panel and cross sectional groups. Descriptions of the 
populations from which the samples were selected, and discus­
sion as to representativeness of these sairiples, follows in a 
later section. Here, concern is with providing a description 
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of the procedures implemented to select, contact,- and inter­
view participants. 
Due to the fact that this was a nonfunded project, and 
only one person (this author) would be interviewing partici­
pants, it was necessary to limit the size of the panel sample 
to a manageable number. The decision was made to interview 
127 respondents, representing one per cent of the total 
student population of Illinois State University in the Spring 
of 1969. Anticipating that not all students selected would 
become participants in the study (e.g. not able to contact, 
refuse to participate, have had marijuana experience), a two 
per cent sample (255) of the student body at Illinois State 
was initially drawn. 
The names of the potential respondents were chosen from 
a list of students enrolled at Illinois State University 
during the Spring of 1969, made available by the university 
registrar, and selected by a random process (i.e. began at a 
random point and drew every successive fiftieth name on the 
list until 255 names were obtained). All 255 names with 
corresponding addresses and telephone numbers were placed on 
individual cards. From these cards, 12 7 names were drawn at 
random and constituted the sample at this point. As needed, 
additional cards were selected at random. In all, 33 addi­
tional names were selected to complete the 127 interviews 
needed. Reasons for making further selections were as follows: 
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(1) 15 people were contacted and rejected because of mari­
juana use (i.e. the author was concerned only with inter­
viewing those who had not used marijuana at that time), 
(2) five individuals were no longer students, (3) one person 
refused to be interviewed, (4) two individuals had graduated, 
(5) seven individuals were off campus engaged in practice 
teaching, and (6) three individuals could not be located. 
As with collection of the panel data, the cross sectional 
sample, selected from the undergraduate student body of Iowa 
State University during the Spring of 1976, had to be kept to 
a manageable number. Additionally, obtaining data from a 
cross sectional sample similar in size to the panel group 
enhances comparability of these two data sets. It was decided 
that efforts would be made to interview 110 respondents during 
the time which this author could allocate tor data collection. 
Two respondents failed to report for an appointment on the 
last day of interviewing, thus the cross sectional sample size 
was 108. 
Selection of potential respondents for the cross sec­
tional group followed similar procedures used for selecting 
longitudinal panel respondents. Initially, 175 names of 
undergraduate students were randomly drawn from the Iowa 
State University registrar's list of Spring 1976 enrollments, 
in anticipation that not all chosen would become participants 
in the study. These names, with corresponding addresses and 
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telephone numbers, were placed on individual cards, and 110 
of these cards were randomly selected to constitute the 
cross sectional sample. Eighteen additional names had to be 
randomly selected for various reasons: (1) three individuals 
were no longer students, (2) three persons refused to be 
interviewed, (3) one person was willing to interview but 
could not spare any time during the data collection period, 
(4) one person was off campus engaged in practice teaching, 
(5) nine individuals could not be located, and (6) one person 
failed to report for interview and could not be recontacted 
to schedule another appointment. 
The response rate was excellent for both the data collec­
tion endeavors. Only one person refused to participate in the 
1969 phase of the panel data collection, and only three re­
fused to participate in the 1976 attempt to gather cross 
sectional data. Further, those interviewed were quite co­
operative in supplying the information requested. 
Procedures used to initially contact the panel group in 
1969 were also used for contacting the cross sectional group 
in 1976. Initial contact was usually by telephone, or, in 
some cases in 1969, personal visit to the respondent's 
residence if no telephone number could be obtained. During 
this conversation the interviewer identified himself as a 
student conducting research, explained that the individual's 
name had been selected by a random process, gained consent to 
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interview, and scheduled an interview appointment. In all 
cases, attempts were made to schedule the appointment within 
the following two days, thus minimizing the chances that the 
respondent might forget the appointment. In those few cases 
where respondents failed to report for the interview, an 
additional telephone call was made to schedule another 
appointment. Interviews were conducted in the interviewer's 
office or the respondent's residence, whichever was most 
convenient for the respondent. 
When interviewing respondents, from both the panel and 
cross sectional samples, attempts were made to win the 
confidence of the subjects by stressing that the information 
collected would be held in strictest confidence. It was 
explained to both groups that only the interviewer had access 
to the names of those involved in the study. Participants in 
the panel group were shown during the interview that only 
code numbers, no names, appeared on the instrument, and that 
this was done only to facilitate comparison of data collected 
in the future. Correspondence regarding contacts of this 
group in 1971 and 1973 were accomplished by this author, and 
respondents were sent results of analyses, worded in an 
innocuous fashion, following each recontact (see Appendix A). 
It is believed that such procedures helped to reinforce the 
facts that (1) only the original interviewer had access to 
the names of participants, and (2) the information was being 
36 
used in accordance with the purposes for which it was col­
lected, as explained initially to the respondents. 
Procedures implemented to gain confidence of respondents 
in the cross sectional group were somewhat different. For 
these data, code numbers were not necessary, and it was 
explained that no marks which could identify a specific 
individual appeared on the interview instrument. Each 
respondent was asked to read a statement (see Appendix B) 
which contained information regarding the subject's right to 
refuse to participate in the study, and an explanation as to 
what procedures were used to insure confidentiality of informa­
tion. At the close of the interview, respondents were told 
that results of the project would be reported in this dis­
sertation, available through the university library. Addi­
tionally, respondents were given their appointment card, 
explaining that this was the only record the author had of 
interviewing them. Thus, no one would be able to identify 
the information contained in the interview instrument with a 
specific individual. 
The longitudinal research followed a panel design. That 
is, information was collected from the same individuals over 
time. The procedures used in recontacting these respondents 
in 1971 and 1973 were also designed to maintain the confi­
dential nature of the information. 
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The first recontact of the panel sample was accomplished 
during the Spring of 1971, approximately two years from the 
initial phase of the study. Those respondents residing in 
the Illinois State University area were interviewed, while 
questionnaires were sent to the remainder of the sample. In 
both cases (interview and questionnaire) the instruments were 
identical, and the only contact was with this author. Data 
were collected from 120 of the original 127 respondents, 
representing a return rate of 94 per cent. Of the 120 
respondents, 49 (41 per cent) were interviewed and 71 (59 per 
cent) completed questionnaires. 
To locate the participants in 1971, two address sources 
were utilized. First, permanent and current files of the 
university were checked for addresses in order to obtain the 
best possible current address. Second, when the original 
interviews were conducted in 1959, the respondents were tolrl 
that a recontact would be conducted within the next five 
years, and a permanent address was obtained. If the univer­
sity did not have current addresses for respondents, or the 
information was not correct, the permanent addresses provided 
in 1969 were used. Those respondents residing in the univer­
sity area, accessible to interview, were recontacted by a 
telephone call to explain that phase two of the project was 
now underway, and to set an interview appointment, thus 
following the same procedures used in 1969. 
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Those respondents contacted by mail were first sent a 
letter explaining that recontact of the sample was currently 
being conducted. Due to the possibility that someone other 
than the respondent (e.g. parents, spouse) might open and 
read this letter, care was taken not to mention the subject 
matter of the research. A pre-addressed postal card was 
included with the letter on which the respondent was asked to 
place an address at which he or she would be available within 
the next two months. 
When the postal card was returned, a questionnaire, 
identifiable only by the respondent's code number, was mailed 
immediately. A pre-addressed stamped return envelope was 
provided. These procedures were implemented to insure that 
the recontact instrument would personally reach the respondent, 
thus maintaining the confidentiality of his or her participa­
tion and response. 
In some cases, individuals failed to return the postal 
card or completed questionnaire within a reasonable time. 
When this occurred, an additional letter was sent urging 
response, or, if necessary, personal telephone calls were 
made in those cases where telephone numbers could be obtained. 
These further steps contributed to the excellent return rate. 
The second recontact of the panel sample occurred 
during the Spring of 1973, after an additional two years had 
elapsed, or a total of four years from the initial phase of 
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the study. Due to the mobility of the sample by this time, 
all data were collected by means of mailed questionnaires. 
To maintain consistency of the panel data, attempts were mad., 
to recontact only the 120 subjects who had participated in 
both the 1969 and 1971 phases of the study. 
The same procedures used to contact respondents by mail 
in 1971 (i.e. check university files for current addresses, 
recontact letter sent with postal card return, mail question­
naire directly to respondent, letters and telephone calls 
urging response) were followed to contact and collect data 
from respondents in 1973. These procedures yielded a return 
of 103 completed questionnaires. This represents an 86 per 
cent return rate of those 120 subjects participating in both 
the 1969 and 1971 phases of the project, or an 81 per cent 
return rctté dlLei Toux yeais if compared i_o tlic original 
sample size in 1969= These 103 respondents constitute the 
sample used for data analyses when referring to the panel 
group in the present research project. 
Although discussed in detail elsewhere (Lucas et al., 
1974), the research procedures followed in collecting the 
panel data are viewed as contributing to the highly successful 
return rates at each of the recontact phases. For example, 
attempts to schedule interview appointments at a time and 
place most convenient to the respondent, and making additional 
telephone calls to those failing to keep the first appointment. 
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not only conveyed a feeling of respect for the individual's 
time, but operated to show that the interviewer was committed 
to the goals of the study and thus created a respect for the 
importance of the study. Additionally, interviews were held 
in an informal atmosphere, conducted by a peer of the 
respondents (i.e. a fellow student) dressed in casual attire, 
and kept to a minimal time period (usually fifteen to twenty 
minutes). These factors operated to minimize the social 
distance between the interviewer and the subject, and not 
demand a great deal of the subject's time. Thus a rapport 
was established with the subject through these procedures 
which set the stage for the recontact phase. Other factors, 
such as having the same person serve as the contact with 
subjects at all phases of research, and utilizing the same 
procedures whenever possible, allowed for the transfer uf 
any confidence, trust, and rapport established during the 
first phase of the study to recontact phases. 
Operational Definitions 
The specific operationalization of the variables in this 
project vary somewhat according to which data set is con­
sidered, and, in the panel data, according to the different 
phases of the study. Nevertheless, in both data sets (panel 
and cross sectional), and in all three phases of the panel 
study, efforts were made to operationalize the variables in a 
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similar manner to allow for comparability of measures. This 
discussion of operational definitions presents the specific 
measures of the variables as accomplished within the panel 
and cross sectional data. 
The dependent variable in this project was the occurrence 
of marijuana use. Basically, within the panel data, concern 
was with measuring this variable in 1971 and 1973; however, 
smoking experience was assessed in 1969 to eliminate 
experienced smokers from the project at that time. Measure­
ment of this variable was accomplished as follows: 
1969 - "Have you ever used marijuana?" 
1971 - "Since our first interview in the Spring of 1969, 
have you smoked marijuana?" 
1973 - "Since our last contact the Spring of 1971, have 
you smoked marijuana?" 
A positive response indicated lui Liai marijuana use during 
the project interim, and a negative response indicated 
sustained abstention or, in the 1973 phase,- possibly cessa­
tion of marijuana use. 
Measurement of the dependent variable in the cross 
sectional data was accomplished by asking respondents "Have 
you ever smoked marijuana?" A positive response indicated a 
history of marijuana use, while a negative response indicated 
abstention from the use of that drug. 
The independent variables in this project potentially 
predict initial marijuana use. For most of these variables, 
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operationalization yielded dichotomous data indicating the 
presence or absence of the independent variables. These data 
were then assessed to determine whether presence of the 
variables was predictive of first use of marijuana, in the 
development of models to predict initial marijuana use. 
Assessment of responses to questions going beyond mere 
presence or absence of the variables was made for the 
variables "opportunity to use marijuana," "changes in attitude 
toward marijuana use," and "beliefs causing hesitancy to try 
marijuana," to gain insights into the impact of further dimen­
sions of these variables to initial marijuana use. Operation­
alization of the variables "age," "educational attainment," 
"occupational status," and "exposure to close marijuana-using 
friends," contributed data of a more categorical or continuous 
nature for the development of models to predict initial use of 
marijuana. 
Measurement of the variables grouped as BACKGROUND 
factors was accomplished at each phase of the panel data, and 
in the cross sectional data, by direct questions regarding 
the respondent's sex, age, educational attainment, and occupa­
tional status. For respondents in the cross sectional group 
who reported a history of marijuana use, further measures were 
incorporated to assess the respondent's characteristics on 
these variables prior to first use of the drug. Here respond­
ents were asked "How old were you when you first tried 
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marijuana?," "How many years of school had you completed at 
the time of your first marijuana experience?," and "At the 
time of your first smoking experience, what were you doing?" 
(e.g. enrolled in college, in the service, working at a job). 
Variables considered as EXTRINSIC factors predicting 
initial marijuana use included "exposure to close marijuana-
using friends" and "opportunity to use marijuana." The 
former variable was measured at each phase of the panel data, 
and in the cross sectional data, by asking "Do you presently 
have any close friends who smoke marijuana?" The "frequency" 
and "duration" of this exposure was assessed by closed-ended 
items asking "How often do you see these friends?" (categories 
include "daily" through "have not seen for more than a year"), 
and "How long have you known these friends?" (categories 
include "less than one year" through "six or more years"). 
Those in the cross sectional group who reported a history of 
marijuana use were asked "Just prior to your first use of 
marijuana, did you have any close friends who smoked 
marijuana?" Additionally, these respondents were asked "How 
often did you see, or associate with, these friends prior to 
use?," and "How long had you known these friends prior to 
use?" to ascertain the "frequency" and "duration" dimensions 
of this variable, prior to marijuana use. 
Measurement of "exposure to close marijuana-using 
friends," for data analyses, was accomplished in such a way 
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as to yield data of a more continuous nature, rather than 
dichotomous presence or absence of the variable. Ewens and 
Ehrlich (1972:351-352) have noted that "frequency of contact," 
defined as average time spent with a person, and "duration," 
defined as how long known, are two structural aspects deter­
mining properties of a reference-other matrix. Additionally, 
Sutherland (Sutherland and Cressey, 1956:82) recognized that 
differential associations vary in "frequency" and "duration," 
thus implying that variance in these dimensions of associa­
tions with deviant and conventional behaviors may affect the 
impact of specific associations on an individual's behavior. 
Although Sutherland himself did not elaborate on the specific 
impact of variance in frequency and duration of associations, 
Nettler (1974:194-195) writes that "... the definitions of 
actions as justified or not justified vary ... in the 
frequency with which the definition is repeated for the 
learner, and in the span of time over which the lesson is 
reinforced or challenged." This seems to imply that greater 
frequency of interaction and longer duration of specific 
associations contribute to a greater impact of specific 
associations on an individual's behavior. 
Following the apparent implications from Sutherland's 
and Nettler's writings, this author planned to combine 
responses to the items "How often do you see these friends?" 
and "How long have you known these friends?," to achieve a 
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measure of the "exposure to close marijuana-using friends" 
variable which reflected the frequency and duration of such 
associations. Previous analysis of the panel data did not 
support the contention that exposure to close marijuana-using 
friends, by itself, was predictive of initial marijuana use 
(Lucas et al., 1975), contrary to most of the literature 
regarding marijuana use. This seemed to point to a need for 
assessing further dimensions of the "exposure to using 
friends" variable in regards to its potential prediction of 
marijuana use. 
Preliminary assessment of the data showed that while 
"frequency" of associations with close marijuana-using 
friends was positively related to initial use of marijuana, 
no specific or uniform patterns was apparent when comparing 
"duration" (i.e. how long known) of associations witn initial 
use of marijuana.^ Thus, measurement of "exposure to close 
marijuana-using friends" was accomplished by assessment of 
responses to the item "How often do you see these friends?" 
In support of this approach, Romans (1974:176) has 
recognized the importance of assessing frequency of inter­
action and stated that ". . . if two men reward one another 
by their actions, they are apt to interact often. And ". . . 
^Further discussion of the specific impact of "frequency" 
and "duration" of exposure to close marijuana-using friends is 
presented in subsequent chapters reporting results of analyses. 
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if they reward one another under 'fair" conditions, they are 
apt to express approval (liking) for one another." The 
measurement here made specific reference to others from which 
an individual would seek approval (i.e. "close" friends), 
thus potentially increasing the impact of these associations 
on an individual's behavior. 
The variable "opportunity to use marijuana" was measured 
by comparable items designed to assess respondents' experi­
ences. Within the panel data, measures were designed to 
indicate opportunities to use marijuana occurring during 
intervals between the phases of the project. The presence of 
this variable was determined by positive responses to the 
following items: 
1969 - "Have you ever had a direct (immediate) 
opportunity to use marijuana?" 
1971 - "Since the original interview in the Spring of 
1969, have you had a direct or immediate 
opportunity to smoke marijuana?" 
1973 - "Since I contacted you the Spring of 1971, have 
you had a direct or immediate opportunity to 
smoke marijuana?" 
Positive responses to the question "Have you ever had a 
direct (immediate) opportunity to use marijuana?" indicated 
the presence of this variable among respondents in the cross 
sectional group. For those of the cross sectional group who 
used marijuana, positive response to the question "Prior to 
your first use of marijuana, did you have any direct 
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(immediate) opportunities to use marijuana?" indicated the 
presence of this variable prior to marijuana experience. 
Further assessment of the opportunity variable was made 
by asking respondents to indicate the approximate number of 
opportunities they had had to smoke marijuana. Responses 
here from participants in the panel project reflected the 
number of opportunities to use marijuana relative to the phase 
of the study being conducted (e.g. how many opportunities 
since 1971). Respondents in the cross sectional project were 
asked how many times they had had the opportunity to use 
marijuana, or, for those experienced in marijuana use, how 
many opportunities to use marijuana they had prior to their 
first use of the drug. Assessment of the number of oppor­
tunities to use marijuana was made to determine what, if any, 
relationship exists between this dimension of the "opportunity 
to use marijuana" variable and prediction of first use of 
marijuana. 
Due to changing characteristics of the panel respondents 
in regard to marijuana use, not all were asked the opportunity 
question at each phase of the project. The main concern was 
to establish presence of the opportunity variable prior to 
marijuana use. Once an individual reported marijuana use, he 
or she had obviously had an opportunity to use the drug, thus 
making it unnecessary to assess the presence of this variable. 
Therefore, throughout the panel study, assessment of the 
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opportunity variable was made of (1) all respondents in 1969 
(i.e. none had used marijuana at that time), (2) those 
respondents maintaining abstention from marijuana use by 1971 
(i.e. those reporting initial use of marijuana during the 
1969 to 1971 interim were not measured on this variable in 
1971), and (3) those respondents maintaining abstention from 
marijuana use by 1973 and those who reported marijuana use in 
1971 but no use during the interim of 1971 to 1973 (i.e. those 
reporting initial or continued use of marijuana during the 
1971 to 1973 interim were not measured on this variable in 
1973). 
Four variables were considered as INTRINSIC factors 
predicting initial marijuana use in this project. First, 
"expressed desire to try marijuana" was measured at each 
phase ot the panel study, and in the cross sectional study, 
by two items. Respondents were asked "Are there any drugs 
you would like to try that you have not tried?" If the 
respondent answered yes to this question, he or she was asked 
"What drugs?" Expressing a desire to try "marijuana" indi­
cated the presence of this variable. For those experienced 
users in the cross sectional group, the presence of this 
variable was determined by asking "Prior to your first use of 
marijuana, did you feel that you wanted to try the drug?" A 
positive response to this question was considered indicative 
of an expressed desire to try marijuana prior to initial use 
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of the drug. 
A more direct question, such as, "Do you want to smoke 
marijuana?," was avoided here. It is believed that an in­
direct approach to measuring this variable results in a 
response which was more salient to respondents than could be 
achieved by using a direct measure. 
The second variable considered as an INTRINSIC factor 
predicting initial marijuana use was "tolerant attitude toward 
marijuana use." Here, "tolerant attitude" is not defined as 
being completely in favor of marijuana or advocating its use. 
Rather, it is defined as not being against the use of mari­
juana or as having an openness toward marijuana use, indicated 
by a more positive than negative disposition toward marijuana. 
As Sadava (1975:16) has noted, "In general, norms regarding 
drug use can be viewed as permissive or tolerant of use rathei 
than prescriptive or demanding." 
This variable was measured at all three phases of the 
panel study, and within the cross sectional study, by asking 
"Do you ever wish you had tried marijuana?" Positive responses 
to this question indicated a tolerant attitude toward marijuana 
use. In support of this interpretation it is noted that, 
logically, if a person had a negative attitude or reference 
to marijuana use, he or she would not have wished to have 
tried marijuana. Again, as with the "expressed desire to try 
marijuana" variable, the method of measurement was more 
50 
indirect than direct (such as "Do you favor the usage of 
marijuana?"), and is believed to indicate a response that was 
salient to the respondent. 
To establish presence of this variable, prior to first 
use of marijuana, among those of the cross sectional group 
who reported a history of marijuana use, a more direct measure 
was necessary. In these cases, respondents were asked "How 
would you describe your attitude toward marijuana use at the 
time just prior to your first use of marijuana?" Response to 
this item was analyzed as to its position on a continuum 
representing favorable to unfavorable statements regarding 
attitudes towards marijuana use (e.g. favorable or should be 
legalized to against it or thought it stupid). More favorable 
responses were considered indicative of the presence of a 
tolerant attitude toward marijuana use prior to the first use 
of that drug. 
As in the case of the "opportunity" variable, not all of 
the panel respondents were measured on the tolerant attitude 
variable at all phases of the study. Assessment of the 
tolerant attitude variable was made of (1) all respondents in 
1969, (2) those respondents maintaining abstention from 
marijuana use by 1971 (1971 phase), and (3) those respondents 
maintaining abstention by 1973 (1973 phase). For respondents 
who reported marijuana experience in 1971, but no use during 
the interim from 1971 to 1973, a comparable measure of the 
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tolerant attitude variable was utilized in 1973. Positive 
responses to the question "Since the Spring of 1971, have you 
ever wished you had used marijuana?" indicated a tolerant 
attitude toward marijuana use among these respondents. 
"Change in attitude toward marijuana use" was a third 
variable considered as an INTRINSIC factor predicting initial 
marijuana use.^ Measurement of this variable within the panel 
data was designed to assess changes in attitude during the 
time period of the project, thus respondents were asked if 
they in "any way changed their views or opinions about 
marijuana use" (1) since coming to college (1969 phase), 
(2) since the original interview in the Spring of 19 69 (1971 
phase), and (3) since they were last contacted the Spring of 
1971 (1973 phase). Positive responses to this question indi-
wit:: pjucaciiuc; uu. uiixa v cij.xcii^xo • xiiv-zoc j-caywiivtu-iiy 
tively to the initial question were asked "In what way have 
you changed your view or opinion?" Specific responses regard­
ing a more liberal or conservative change in attitude were 
analyzed to assess what impact, if any, this further dimension 
of "changes in attitude toward marijuana use" had on predicting 
initial marijuana use. 
^"Change in attitude toward marijuana use," as measured 
here, refers to the respondent's perception regarding his or 
her change in attitude. Measurement by another method, such 
as comparison of responses to an attitude scale at two points 
in time, may yield different results. 
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The change in attitude variable was measured within the 
cross sectional group by items identical to those used in the 
1969 phase of the panel study. Respondents were asked "Have 
you in any way changed your views or opinions about marijuana 
use since coming to college?," and "In what way have you 
changed your view or opinion?," if applicable. Those who had 
used marijuana from the cross sectional group were asked "Do 
you feel your views or opinions about marijuana use changed 
before you first used the drug?," and, if appropriate, "In 
what ways did your views or opinions change?," in order to 
establish the presence of the "change in attitude" variable, 
and the specific changes in attitude toward marijuana use 
prior to first use of the drug. 
The final variable considered as an INTRINSIC factor 
Tirr î r» T i- i a I mari -inana n<5<=i wa Q "HaI t ore; pançsi nrr 
hesitancy to try marijuana." Measurement of this variable 
was accomplished at all three phases of the panel project, 
and within the cross sectional project, by asking "Do you know 
anything about marijuana which might make you hesitate or 
think twice before trying it?" A positive response indicated 
that the individual maintained some belief which inhibited 
his or her personal use of marijuana. Those responding 
positively to this question were asked "What is it that would 
maJce you hesitate or think twice?" Responses to this question 
were analyzed to assess which, if any, specific beliefs were 
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associated with future use of marijuana, or effective in 
deterring individuals from future use, thus suggesting the 
impact of a further dimension of this variable on initial 
marijuana use. It might be noted that Sadava and Forsyth 
{1975b:1) report that prospective users generally hold expec­
tations of minimal adverse consequences. 
Two additional questions were employed to account for 
the presence of beliefs causing hesitancy to try marijuana, 
prior to first use, among those of the cross sectional group 
who reported marijuana experience. These respondents were 
asked "Prior to your first use of marijuana, did you hold any 
beliefs about marijuana which made you hesitant to tr^' it?," 
and, if appropriate, "What was it that made you hesitant?" 
Responses to these questions were then analyzed to determine 
if the absence u£ such beliefs, or any spuuific beliefs, were 
related to first use of marijuana» 
As discussed in relation to the "opportunity to tr^' 
marijuana" and "tolerant attitude" variables, not all panel 
respondents were measured on this belief variable at all 
phases of the study. Assessment of the belief variable was 
made of (1) all respondents in 1969, (2) those respondents 
maintaining abstention from marijuana use by 1971 (1971 phase), 
and (3) those respondents maintaining abstention by 1973 or 
those who reported marijuana use in 1971 but no use during the 
interim of 1971 to 1973 (1973 phase). 
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Research Instruments 
Five separate instruments were used within this project. 
Four instruments were needed over the four years to collect 
data from the panel sample, and one instrument was used for 
the cross sectional group. In all cases, instruments were 
comparable in terms of specifically measuring the variables 
in this study. 
Selection and interview of the panel group was originally 
accomplished to provide a control group for a study involving 
marijuana users at Illinois State University in 1969. Thus, 
the instrument used to conduct control sample interviews was 
based on a comparable instrument used to interview marijuana 
smokers. Interview and questionnaire instruments used in 
subsequent recontacts of the panel sample (1971 and 1973) , as 
well as the cross sectional group (1976), were based on the 
instrument used to gather data in 1969. 
In constructing the instruments, attempts were made to 
include less sensitive items (e.g. age, years of school 
completed, currcnt status) before probing exposure to or 
experience with marijuana and other drugs. This was done to 
facilitate a dialogue with the interviewer, thus allowing the 
respondent to become more comfortable in tlie situation, prior 
to the more sensitive questions. Additionally, instruments 
were kept at a minimum length to enhance cooperativeness of 
subjects, particularly during the recontact phases of the 
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panel study. 
Instruments used in the panel study were designed to 
measure attitudes, perceptions, exposure to, and history of 
marijuana and other drug use. Also included were items col­
lecting information on various background characteristics 
(e.g. sex, age, years of school completed) of respondents. 
For the 1971 and 1973 phases of the project, instruments were 
designed to assess occurrence of variables during interims 
from one phase of the study to the next. For example, in 
1969 respondents were asked if they had changed their views 
or opinions about marijuana use since coming to college, but 
in 1971 were asked if these views had changed since the 
original interview. 
The 1971 recontact involved both personal interviews and 
mailed questionnaires. The same instrument served as an 
interview schedule and questionnaire for data collection at 
this time. 
In 1973, the panel sample was no longer homogeneous with 
respect to marijuana use, for some respondents reported mari­
juana use in 1971. Thus, separate questionnaires were 
utilized in 1973 for (1) those reporting marijuana use in 
1971 and (2) those reporting continued abstinence in 1971, 
The instrument sent to the nonsmokers of 19 71 sought the same 
type of information as was obtained from the first two phases 
of the project. The instrument sent to the 1971 smokers 
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contained additional questions designed to determine, if 
applicable, reasons for terminating marijuana and other drug 
use. 
The instrument used in the cross sectional study was 
also designed to measure attitudes, perceptions, exposure to, 
and history of marijuana and other drug use. The major dif­
ferences between the cross sectional and panel instruments 
was in regards to measuring independent variables prior to 
marijuana use. The cross sectional instrument contained a 
number of items asked of those who had used marijuana con­
cerning their attitudes, perceptions, and exposure to mari­
juana prior to first use of the drug. Thus, while presence 
of independent variables was determined in the panel study by 
means of data collection prior to the occurrence of the 
dependent variable, presence of these variables for experi­
enced marijuana users from the cross sectional group was 
determined by means of recall questions. 
Whitehead and Smart (1972:223) have noted that the 
possibility of problems in reliability and validity seem 
greater for data involving deviant activities than research 
on conventional behaviors. This is due to the fact that 
respondents are asked to report their involvement in behaviors 
which would be labeled as deviant by the general publico Tbvis 
it is appropriate to consider the reliability and validity of 
the data obtained from the instruments of this study. 
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Due to the fact that single items were used to indicate 
the presence of variables throughout this study, it is not 
possible to statistically assess the reliability of the 
measures. This author must assume that items are consistently 
measuring the same phenomenon throughout the study. It was 
felt that this assumption was sound, however, in that most 
variables were measured by direct, straightforward questions 
(e.g. opportunity to use marijuana assessed by asking "Have 
you had a direct or" immediate opportunity to use marijuana?"). 
Validity assessment usually refers to the question "Does 
the instrument, or items therein, measure what is supposed to 
be measured?" For the data here, it seems that two major 
issues are raised by asking this validity question: (1) did 
the self-report approach to assessing drug use allow for 
accurate assessment of this behavior?, and (2) were any dif­
ferences in self-reported drug use attributable to varying 
methods of data collection, i.e. interview or questionnaire 
formats? 
Drug use literature indicates that employment of a self-
report approach to assess involvement with drugs does not 
necessarily yield inaccurate data. Whitehead and Smart (1972: 
226-227) , comparing results of several self-reported question­
naire surveys of drug use conducted in various communities, 
concluded that the rates of reported drug use are remarkably 
similar across communities. As they note, "These results 
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suggest that if students are lying (that is, the reports are 
invalid) they are doing so in a fairly reliable way in widely 
separated communities." 
In order to establish the accuracy of self-reported drug 
use from the data of this project, comparisons of incidence 
rates of drug use were made between the samples involved here 
and results of other studies conducted at approximately the 
same time. This approach to indicating validity is similar 
to the procedures followed by Whitehead and Smart described 
above. 
McGlothlin (1971:6) reported that the results of a 
Gallup survey conducted during the Spring of 1969, found that 
18 per cent of the midwestern college students contacted said 
they had used marijuana at least once. Also during the Spring 
of 1969, the time at which the panel sample was initially 
contacted, results of a survey taken in a large introductory 
Psychology class at Illinois State University found that six 
per cent of the students admitted to having at least one 
experience with marijuana.^ This six per cent figure may be 
considered a conservative estimate of the incidence of mari­
juana use at Illinois State in 1969, in that the class con­
tained primarily second semester freshmen, and the survey was 
5 Results of this survey have not been published, and the 
information was secured through the cooperation of Dr. Walter 
Vernon, professor of Psychology at Illinois State University. 
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taken shortly after increased activity by the local police 
resulted in numerous arrests of students for drug violations. 
For purposes of indicating validity of sample results, 
one can view the Gallup finding that 18 per cent of the 
students had used marijuana as providing an "upper limit" 
estimate of the incidence of marijuana use at Illinois State 
in 1969, and the survey of the introductory Psychology class 
finding that six per cent had used marijuana as providing a 
"lower limit" estimate. As noted earlier, only those respond­
ents who reported to have never used marijuana in 1969 were 
included for participation in the panel sample. The above 
estimates of marijuana use at Illinois State would thus indi­
cate that if subjects were accurately reporting their marijuana 
use, somewhere between six and 18 per cent of the subjects 
initially contacted would be rejected from the sample due to 
marijuana experience. In all, 15 subjects were rejected 
because they reported to have used marijuana. This means that 
of the 142 subjects contacted in 1969 to obtain the needed 
127 respondents for the nonuser sample, 11 per cent reported 
to have had marijuana experience. The fact that this 11 per 
cent figure represents an expected rejection rate due to mari­
juana experience reinforces the notion that the resulting 
sample of nonusers offered valid information concerning their 
drug use. 
The actual incidence rates of marijuana use reported by 
panel respondents over the four years of the study also 
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supported the validity of these data. Results of national 
surveys of college students conducted between 1969 and 1972 
indicated about a 29 per cent increase in those reporting to 
have ever used marijuana (Josephson, 1974:187). Over the 
four years, 25 per cent of the 103 panel respondents reported 
at least one experience with marijuana. 
Results of analysis of the cross sectional data showed 
that 60 per cent of these respondents reported to have used 
marijuana. This incidence of marijuana use is comparable to 
incidence rates established from current national surveys. 
It has been found that 53 perccent of those contacted in a 
national survey in the 18 to 25 years age group had used 
marijuana at least once by 1975 (Williams, 1976 :iii). Thus, 
based on comparisons made here for both the panel and cross 
sectional groups, it is concluded that these aata were valid 
in that the self-report approach to assessing drug use allowed 
for accurate assessment of the behavior. 
In regards to the second validity issue, others con­
ducting drug research have suggested that the degree of 
anonymity of data collection procedures does not affect 
resulting reports of drug consumption. King {1970a:983-984), 
reporting results from a study employing both anonymous and 
identifiable (i.e. code numbers) mailed questionnaires, found 
no significant differences xii the percentage of returns or 
admissions of the use of illegal drugs when comparing 
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anonymous and identifiable instruments. Luetgert and 
Armstrong (1973:684) used the same instrument as an anonymous 
questionnaire, a coded (i.e. identification numbers) question­
naire, and an interview instrument to collect data within a 
common sample. Their results showed that when respondents 
were divided into "user" and "nonuser" marijuana groups, no 
significant differences were found among anonymous question­
naire, coded questionnaire, and interview techniques regarding 
the proportions of subjects reporting that they had used mari­
juana (Luetgert and Armstrong, 1973:6 85-686). 
Comparisons of data collected by means of interviews and 
questionnaires at phase two of the panel study showed no 
significant differences in reported marijuana use attributable 
to the method of data collection. Of the fourteen respondents 
wno reported marijuana use in 1971, six were interviewed ajiu 
eight returned completed questionnaires. Thus, based on the 
considerations presented, this author concludes that the data 
here were valid in that no differences in self-reported drug 
use occurred due to varying methods of data collection. 
Analysis Procedures 
This research project was concerned with resolving three 
research questions: (1) IVhich of the selected variables are 
most salient to predicting initial marijuana use?, (2) Are 
these salient variables consistent in their ability to predict 
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initial marijuana use over time?, and (3) Do these salient 
variables interact or operate in combination to predict 
initial marijuana use? The procedures followed for data 
analyses were designed to provide answers to these questions, 
and develop models designating the variables salient to the 
prediction of initial marijuana use based on these answers. 
To resolve the first research question, the panel data 
was analyzed within two time periods: 1969 to 1971 and 1971 
to 1973. The major concern was with determining whether 
independent variables possessed at the prior data collection 
phase were predictive of initial marijuana use at the sub­
sequent contact. Thus, presence of independent variables in 
1969 were assessed as to their ability to predict initial use 
of marijuana in 1971, and the predictive ability of 1971 inde­
pendent variables were assessed regarding initial mcirijuaiia 
use in 1973. The second analysis (1971 to 1973) did not 
include those who reported initial marijuana use in 1971. 
These respondents were dropped from analyses to provide clear 
assessment of the impact of the independent variables on 
"initial" use of marijuana from 1971 to 1973. 
To determine which of the independent variables were the 
most salient, or important, to predicting initial marijuana 
use, stepwise multiple regression analyses were performed. 
Draper and Smith (1966:163-177) discuss a number of regression 
procedures which can be employed to select the best regression 
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equation. The stepwise regression procedure, utilized for 
analyses here, has an advantage over alternative procedures 
in that models resulting from stepwise procedures include 
only those variables which make the most significant contribu­
tion to the dependent variable (Draper and Smith, 1966:171). 
Since no one, at this time has posited a model predicting 
initial use of marijuana, depicting specific variables salient 
to initial use, it was felt that the stepwise procedure pro­
vided for the best method of developing models in this 
research project. 
The general model developed from analyses here is 
Y = a + b^X^ + . . . + b^X^ + e 
where Y = report of marijuana use; X's = scores of the 
independent variables; a = intercept constant; and b = regres­
sion coefficients. 
Kerlinger and Pedhazur (1373:47=48) note that no assump­
tions are necessary to calculate regression measures, and 
that since F and t tests are "robust" statistics, it is 
ordinarily safe to go ahead with multiple regression analyses 
without too much worry about assumptions. Further, the 
research emphases of this project were more concerned with 
discovering the relative importance of relationships of 
independent to dependent variables in developing models, and 
not so concerned with making specific inferences to the 
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populations. 
Both dichotomous and continuous variables were used in 
the multiple regression analyses performed. The dichotomous 
variables were "dummy" coded, or transformed into "dummy" 
variables (Kerlinger and Pedhazur, 1973:105). Use of this 
technique allows one to combine both categorical and con­
tinuous independent variables in the regression model 
(Kerlinger and Pedhazur, 1973:105). 
The coding scheme for the dichotomous variables assigned 
I's if the variable was present and O's if it was absent 
(e.g. 1 if male, 0 if female; 1 if direct opportunity to use 
marijuana, 0 if no opportunity to use marijuana; 1 if 
expressed desire to try marijuana, 0 if no expressed desire 
to try marijuana). The dependent variable, marijuana use, 
was also dummy coded: 1 it reported marijuana use and 0 if 
no use reported. Kerlinger and Pedhazur (1973:105) and 
Johnson (1372:182-183) have both suggested the use of dummy 
coding for dependent variables. 
One additional variable was dummy coded in the panel 
data. Occupational status was dichotomized into what might 
be termed "conventional" (e.g. full time job, housewife) and 
"nonconventional" (e.g. student, military, unemployed) 
categories. Here, analyses determined whether membership in 
either of these groups was associated with predicting mari­
juana use. 
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Results of regression analyses from the two time periods 
of the panel data were compared to suggest which variables 
were salient to beginning marijuana use, thus suggesting 
these variables be included in a model predicting initial use 
of the drug. Multiple regression using the cross sectional 
data was also performed to determine whether a model developed 
from cross sectional data collected from a different popula­
tion at a different point in time yielded the same salient 
variables. For the cross sectional data, presence of the 
independent variables was determined by responses to items 
assessing nonuser respondent's current situation (e.g. Do you 
presently have any close friends who use marijuana?), and 
responses to items referring to user respondent's situation 
prior to their first use of marijuana (e.g. Just prior to 
your first use of marijuana, did you have any close friends 
who smoked marijuana?). This approach allowed for predictive 
assessment of the independent variables from the cross sec­
tional data. 
Resolution of the second research question was accom­
plished, primarily, through comparisons of the resultant 
models from multiple regressions performed on the panel and 
cross sectional data. These models were examined to determine 
which variables, if any, were consistently appearing as 
salient predictors of initial marijuana use. 
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Further indication of the consistency of the independent 
variable's ability to predict initial marijuana use in the 
panel group was assessed by developing profiles of initial 
1971 users, initial 1973 users, and those who remain nonusers 
over the four year period. Here, nonusers were compared to 
users in 1971 and 1973 in regards to average or modal char­
acteristics on each of the selected variables in 1969 and 
1971, respectively. This approach not only allowed compari­
sons of 1971 and 1973 users on all of the predictor variables, 
but also comparisons of these two user groups with nonusers 
of the sample. Similar comparisons of user and nonuser 
respondents from the cross sectional group were made. 
The final research question of this project involved 
assessment as to which, if any, salient variables interacted 
or upsfciteu xn uOnujiiicn-xOii Lo picciicc xiiZCxal marZjUana use. 
The actual selection of interactions examined was contingent 
on the outcome of the models resulting from regression 
analyses. Basically, concern was with examining the impact 
of interactions between or among EXTRINSIC and INTRINSIC 
variables. Following procedures described in Kerlinger and 
Pedhazur (1973:159-160,251-259), new variables, representing 
interactions, were added to models and forward multiple regres­
sion analyses were performed. Results were then compared to 
deterraine whether accounting for interaction significantly 
explained more variance in the dependent variable. 
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Populations and Samples 
The panel sample, from which data were collected over a 
four-year period, was selected from the population defined as 
all students enrolled at Illinois State University during the 
Spring term of 1969. Included here were part time and full 
time undergraduate, graduate, and unclassified students. 
The cross sectional sample was selected from the popula­
tion defined as all undergraduate students enrolled at Iowa 
State University during the Spring term of 1976. This popula­
tion included part time and full time students, but only under­
graduates, not graduate or unclassified students. Based on 
prior experiences with the panel sample, it was felt that 
graduate and unclassified students would be more likely than 
undergraduate students to be away from campus or involved in 
research projects and courses which monopolized their time, 
thus inhibiting their availability for interview. Due to the 
fact that only a limited amount of time could be allocated for 
data collection (about four weeks), only undergraduates were 
selected for participation. 
Illinois State University was a land-grant, state sup­
ported university and considered of moderate size in 1969. 
Although most of the students enrolled at Illinois State in 
1969 were preparing for the teaching profession, the school 
offered undergraduate and graduate degrees in various curricula 
of the liberal arts and sciences. Thus a variety of major 
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areas of study and professional preparation were found among 
the student population at Illinois State when the panel sample 
was originally selected. 
Iowa State University was also a land-grant, state sup­
ported university considered of moderate size in 1976. A 
large portion of the undergraduate students enrolled at Iowa 
State in 1976 were pursuing degrees in areas related to the 
agricultural sciences and engineering. However, a wide 
variety of curricula within the liberal arts and sciences was 
available for undergraduates, and more academic major areas 
were represented here than at Illinois State. Although not 
empirically examined, one might have expected to find a more 
diversified (e.g. major areas of study, home in other states 
or foreign countries) student body at Iowa State in 1976 than 
found at Illinois Statu in 1969. 
The impact of the differences in the Illinois and Iowa 
State university populations on the subject researched here 
is difficult to determine, given the data of this project. 
One might speculate that more marijuana use would be found at 
Iowa State due to its diverse student body, based on the 
assumption that variance in patterns of marijuana use found 
attributable to demographic differences also applies to 
university populations; i.e. proportionally more marijuana 
use is found within heterogeneous (diverse) areas than 
homogeneous areas (Abelson et al., 1973; Bogg and Hughes, 
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1973). But, providing differences were found, one could query 
"were the differences in marijuana consumption attributable to 
population differences, or to changes which occurred between 
1969 and 1976 in the general societal views and practices re­
garding marijuana use?" 
For research purposes here, it was assumed that each 
university population (Illinois State in 1969 and Iowa State 
in 1976) was representative, or "typical," of their other 
contemporary midwestern, land-grant, state supported uni­
versities. Thus the populations were considered comparable 
in that any differences found in data analyses were attribut­
able to factors other than mere population differences. 
Table 1 presents a breakdown of the 103 panel respondents 
according to "year in school," "sex," and "year in school by 
sex." Corresponding figures for the total student population 
at Illinois State University during the Spring of 1969 are 
also provided. All but the "unclassified" student cells were 
represented in the sample. Comparisons of sample and popula­
tion percentages of each cell in Table 1 suggest that the 
sample was representative of the population on the dimensions 
of sex and student classification. The largest amount of 
deviation was six per cent, found for the freshmen female cell, 
followed by five per cent deviation in each of the "sex" cells, 
and four per cent deviation in the freshman "year in school" 
category and junior female cell. Results from chi-square 
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Table 1. Comparison of panel sample with total student body 
at Illinois State University (1969) 
Sample Population 
N % N % 
Year in school 
Freshmen 29 (28) 3100 (24) 
Sophomore 20 (19) 2620 (21) 
Junior 24 (23) 2515 (20) 
Senior 17 (17) 2584 (20) 
Graduate 13 (13) 1542 (12) 
Unclassified 0 ( 0) 374 ( 3) 
103 (100) 12735 (100) 
= 5.17; p > .05; d.f. = 5 
Sex 
Male 
Female 
42 (41) 
61 (59) 
103 (100) 
.93, by Yates Correction 
p > .05; d.f. = 1 
5843 (46) 
6892 (54) 
12735 (100) 
Continuity, 
Year in school by sex 
Freshmen 
Male 8 ( 5) 1271 V J.V / 
Female 21 (20) 1829 (14) 
Sophomore 
( 9) Male 9 ( 9) 1104 
Female 11 (11) 1516 (12) 
Junior 
Male 10 (10) 1222 (10) 
Female 14 (14) 1293 (10) 
Senior 
Male 7 ( 7) 1164 ( 5 ) 
Female 10 (10) 1420 (11) 
Graduate 
Male 8 ( 8) 914 ( 7) 
Female 5 ( 5) 628 ( 5) 
Unclassified 
Male 0 ( 0) 168 ( 1) 
Female 0 ( 0) 206 ( 2) 
103 (102)a 12735 (100) 
x^ = 8.91; p > .05; d.f. = 11 
^Percentage greater than 100 per cent due to rounding 
error. 
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Goodness-of-fit Tests, presented in Table 1, showed that the 
sample was not significantly different from the total student 
body on the "year in school," "sex," or "year in school by 
sex" dimensions, thus reinforcing acceptance of the sample as 
representative of the population. 
Table 2 presents a breakdown of the cross sectional 
respondents, on the same dimensions presented for the panel 
group, and corresponding figures for the undergraduate student 
population at Iowa State University during the Spring of 1976. 
Comparison of sample and population percentages here showed 
that the largest amount of deviation again was six per cent, 
in the freshman female cell, followed by five per cent devia­
tion in the freshmen, sophomore, and senior categories of 
"year in school," and four per cent deviation in the junior 
"year in school" category and senior male cell. As concluded 
for the panel group, results from chi-square Goodness-of-fit 
Tests, presented in Table 2, indicated that the cross sectional 
sample is not significantly different from it's population in 
terms of "year in school," "sex," or "year in school by sex," 
thus suggesting that the cross sectional sample was repre­
sentative of it's population. 
Limitations 
The limitations of this project may be viewed as 
occurring within four major areas. The first area includes 
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Table 2. Comparison of cross sectional sample with under­
graduate student body at Iowa State University (1976) 
Sample Population 
N % N % 
Year in school 
Freshmen 32 (30) 4118 (25) 
Sophomore 20 (19) 3871 (24) 
Junior 22 (20) 3968 (24) 
Senior 34 (32) 4357 (27) 
108 (îôîya 16314 (100) 
= 3.67; p > .05; d.f. = 3 
Sex 
Male 
Female 
64 (59) 
44 (41) 
108 (100) 
.003, by Yates Correction 
p > .05; d.f. = 1 
9822 (60) 
6492 (40) 
16314 (100) 
Continuity, 
Year in school by sex 
Freshmen 
Male 14 
Female 18 
Sophomore 
Male 12 
Female 8 
Junior 
Male 15 
Female 7 
Senior 
Male 23 
Female 11 
108 
x^ = 7.42; p > m 
o
 
(13) 2371 (15) 
(17) 1747 (11) 
(11) 2263 (14) 
( 7) 1608 (10) 
(14) 2411 (15) 
( 7) 1557 (10) 
(21) 2777 (17) 
(10) 1580 (10) 
(100) 16314 (102) 
f. = 7 
^Percentage greater than 100 per cent due to rounding 
error. 
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limitations regarding the specific assessments made, and the 
measures involved in these assessments. Here, several limita­
tions may be noted. 
First, assessed in this study were factors believed 
associated with marijuana use. No attempt was made to measure 
variables which might have an inhibiting effect (with the 
possible exception of "changes in attitude toward marijuana 
use" and "beliefs causing hesitancy to try marijuana" 
variables) regarding marijuana use. Included here might be 
such factors as the presence of close friends opposed to 
marijuana, religious convictions, or commitment to parents, 
family, or conventional community. Thus, assessment cannot 
be made regarding the impact of the presence of the predictors 
on the decision to use marijuana, in relation to the presence 
of other factors wnicn might inhibit its use. 
Second, the fact that assessments in the panel data were 
made after two-year interims may operate as a limitation in 
assessing the predictive ability of selected variables, if 
trying to predict use for a specific individual. Although 
argued that the two-year period allowed ample time for the 
independent variables to "work" (i.e. for the dependent 
variable to manifest itself), it could also be argued that 
such a time period allowed numerous changes to occur, which 
affected the dependent variable that were not assessed. In 
particular, "situational" factors, including those assessed 
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here (e.g. close marijuana-using friends, opportunities, 
desire to try marijuana), may have occurred which operated to 
affect the decision to use marijuana. Regarding the reference 
group orientation employed in this research, situational 
factors have been recognized as affecting the selection of a 
normative reference group (Hyman and Singer, 1968:15). Thus, 
changes may have occurred during the two-year interim which 
affected the salience of "user" or "conventional" groups which 
were not assessed by these data. 
A third limitation regarding assessments refers to the 
validity and reliability of the measures employed. Validity 
and reliability are assumed, based on what is believed sound 
rationale, but cannot be statistically demonstrated given 
measurement of variables in the study. Additionally, the use 
of recall questions to measure independent variables for users 
in the cross sectional group may not have yielded valid or 
reliable data. It must be assumed that all of these respond­
ents were equal in ability to recall situations, attitudes, 
and perceptions prior to their first use of marijuana. 
The final recognized limitation in reference to assess­
ments made involves possible effects from interviews or 
contacts made collecting the panel data. It could be that 
the original interview in 1959, subsequent contact in 1971, 
or sending results of analyses after the second phase of the 
study may have set "pro-marijuana" mechanisms in motion. 
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resulting in changes in attitude or behavior of the respond­
ents in reference to marijuana. However, it is believed that 
this is a remote possibility in that (1) interviews and 
questionnaires were structured in a neutral manner, (2) the 
report of results sent to respondents contained only minimal 
and nondetailed information, and (3) more than a year elapsed 
from the time results were mailed to respondents and the time 
final data were collected. 
A second major area of limitations regards the subject 
matter investigated. Because marijuana use involves illegal 
activity, it could be considered a sensitive area. Thus, 
erroneous information may have been obtained from either the 
panel or cross sectional respondents. However, it is felt 
this did not occur for reasons already noted. 
A third major limitation area involves the groups studied. 
Basically, any inferences from the data are limited to, at 
best, the population of midwestern college students. Findings 
of studies similar to this investigation may vary if samples 
from high schools, general members of communities, or other 
colleges across the nation are employed. Additionally, the 
small N's involved in both the panel and cross sectional 
samples may have some effect on the results. Even though 
these samples appear to be representative of the populations 
from which they were selected, they may not be representative 
of other midwestern colleges or universities. 
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Finally, conclusions from this study are limited to the 
impact of the predictor variables on initial use of marijuana. 
Although these factors may operate in bringing about other 
drug use, this cannot be determined from the data here. Also, 
concern is with the impact of the variables on "initial" use 
of marijuana. No conclusions can be drawn regarding the 
impact of these factors on continuance or cessation of mari­
juana use. 
In summary, results of this project should be interpreted 
with specific limitations. Only variables associated with 
marijuana use were assessed as to their ability to predict 
involvement with the drug. Other inhibiting factors may have 
been present which suppressed the impact of these variables 
regarding marijuana use. Concern here was with determining, 
generally, whether possession of the variables at one point 
in time predicted future use of the drug. Prediction in a 
specific case may not be 100 per cent accurate because other 
variables may enter, over time, to affect whether or not an 
individual uses marijuana. Additionally, results here apply 
to initial marijuana use by midwestern college students. 
Prediction of initial or sustained involvement with other 
drugs by midwestern college students, or initial or sustained 
use of marijuana or other drugs by persons who are not mid-
western college students, must be determined by other research 
endeavors. 
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CHAPTER 3. USER AND NONUSER 
DESCRIPTIVE COMPARISONS 
In this chapter, descriptive comparisons of users and 
nonusers of marijuana from both panel and cross sectional 
samples are presented. First, information regarding rates of 
marijuana use occurring within panel and cross sectional 
samples is reported. Then, comparisons are made of panel and 
cross sectional users of marijuana to determine the patterns 
of marijuana use and involvement with other drugs represented 
within both groups. Finally, nonusers from both panel and 
cross sectional samples are compared in regards to their 
involvement with drugs other than marijuana. Conclusions 
regarding marijuana and other drug involvement represented in 
the two sets of data are offered^ 
Marijuana Use and Nonuse in 
Panel and Cross Sectional Samples 
None of the respondents in the panel sample reported 
marijuana use at the original phase of the study in 1969. 
During the four-year interim of this project, 26 respondents, 
or 25 per cent of the total 103 respondents, reported at 
least one use of marijuana. The remaining 77 participants, 
or 75 per cent of the panel sample, reported continued 
abstention from marijuana use throughout the entire four 
years of the study. 
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Of the 26 respondents reporting initial use of marijuana 
during this study, 14 (14%) noted their first use of the drug 
at the 1971 data collection phase, and 12 (12%) noted first 
use of the drug when data were collected in 1973. Eleven of 
the 14 initial 1971 users reported continued use of marijuana 
at the 1973 data collection phase, indicating that 23 (22%) 
participants reported marijuana use in 1973. 
Marijuana use was considerably more represented within 
the cross sectional sample than the panel group. Sixty-five 
respondents, or 60 per cent of the cross sectional sample, 
reported having at least one use of marijuana. Forty-three 
(40%) respondents reported never using marijuana. 
Thus, the panel and cross sectional samples differed in 
that proportionately more marijuana users were represented in 
the cross sectional group than the panel group. 
Panel and Cross Sectional Marijuana Users 
Panel and cross sectional marijuana users were compared 
regarding the patterns of marijuana use and involvement with 
other drugs found within each group. Responses to items 
indicating (1) the number of times marijuana had been used, 
(2) the recency of last marijuana use, and (3) the reported 
frequency of marijuana use, were assessed to indicate each 
group's pattern of marijuana use. Assessments of (1) oppor­
tunities to try other drugs, (2) other drugs actually used, 
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and (3) other drugs desired to try indicated each group's 
involvement with drugs other than marijuana. 
Information reported in Table 3 presents the patterns of 
marijuana use which occurred within the panel and cross 
sectional samples. Three user groups are compared in this 
table: (1) users in the panel group who reported initial use 
of marijuana in 1971, (2) users in the panel group who 
reported initial use of marijuana in 1973, and (3) cross 
sectional group users. Responses to items in 1971 and 1973 
are presented for the "initial 1971 users," to indicate 
changes in patterns of use for these individuals over time. 
Responses to the item "number of times used marijuana," 
for initial 1971 users, indicated a pattern of novice mari­
juana use for this group in 1971 (see Table 3). Over half 
(57%) the group, or eight respondents, reported one to five 
experiences with marijuana by 1971, and only one (7%) 
individual used marijuana more than 30 times. Responses to 
this item in 1973 suggested that the pattern of use changed 
for the eleven 1971 users who sustained use by 1973. Pro­
portionately, more respondents from this group reported a 
greater number of marijuana experiences for the interim of 
1971 to 1973, compared to the araount of marijuana use reported 
for the 1969 to 1971 interim. In 1973, as many respondents 
reported marijuana use in excess of 30 times (4 respondents 
or 35%) as report one to five experiences with marijuana (4 
respondents or 36%). 
Table 3. Comparison of panel and cross sectional group marijuana users as to 
patterns of marijuana use 
Initial 1971 users Initial 1973 Cross sectional 
(N = 14) users (N=12) users (N=6 5) 
Response Response Response Response 
in 15)71 in 1973 in 1973 
N % N % N % N % 
Number of times used (Use since 1971) 
marijuana 
One to 5 times 8 [51) 4 (36) 8 (67) 25 (38) 
6 to 10 times 2 :i4) 2 (18) 1 ( 8) 7 (11) 
11 to 20 times 3 '21) 0 ( 0) 0 ( 0) 6 ( 9) 
21 to 30 times 0 ; 0) 1 ( 9) 0 ( 0) 0 ( 0) 
More than 30 times 1 : 7) 4 (36) 3 (25) 27 (42) 
14 l 9 9 )  a Tip (99) a 12' (100) 65 (100) 
Recency of last marijuana 
use 
Within last week 2 (14) 3 (27) 2 (17) 18 (28) 
Within last month,, not 
last week 1 { 7) 1 ( 9) 1 ( 8) 7 (11) 
One to 2 months ago 0 ( 0) 1 ( 9) 0 ( 0) 7 (11) 
3 to 5 months ago 5 (36) 1 ( 9) 2 (17) 6 ( 9) 
6 months to one year ago 5 (36) 1 ( 9) 1 ( 8) 9 (14) 
More than one year ago 1 ( 7) 4 (36) 6 (50) 18 (28) 
14 (100) Ti> (99) a 12" (100) 65 (101)a 
Average frequency of 
marijuana use 
Daily 
2 or more times a week, 
not daily 
Once a week 
2 or more times a month, 
not weekly 
Once a month 
2 or more times a year, 
not monthly 
More than a year Hince 
used 
Don't know 
0 : 0) 1 ( 9) 0 ( 0) 1 ( 2) 
0 ( 0) 2 (18) 2 (17) 9 (14) 
0 ( 0) 0 ( 0) 0 ( 0) 6 ( 9) 
3 (21) 0 ( 0) 0 ( 0) 4 ( 6) 
0 ( 0) 2 (18) 0 ( 0) 7 (11) 
6 (43) 1 ( 9) 3 (25) 17 (26) 
3 (21) 5 (45) 6 (50) 21 (32) 
2 (14) 0 ( 0) 1 ( 8) 0 ( 0) 
14 [99) a îîb (99) a 12: (100) 65 (100) 
^Percentage not equal to 100 per cent due to rounding error. 
'^Three 1971 users reported no marijuana use from 19 71 to 197 3. 
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For initial 1973 users, responses to "number of times 
used marijuana" also indicated a novice pattern of marijuana 
use. Eight (67%) respondents in this group reported one to 
five experiences with marijuana and one (8%) respondent 
reported six to 10 uses of marijuana. Only three (25%) 
respondents reported more than 30 experiences with the drug. 
Comparison of these findings to the number of experiences 
reported by initial 1971 users in 1971 indicated that similar 
patterns of early marijuana use were occurring in both groups, 
with one notable exception. A somewhat higher proportion of 
more experienced users (more than 30 times used) was found 
among the initial 1973 user group than the initial 1971 user 
group (25% and 7%, respectively). 
Responses to the "number of times used marijuana" item 
by the cruas seuLivnal uaer group iiidicated tliat more experi­
enced than novice users were represented. Twenty-seven (42%) 
respondents reported marijuana use in excess of 30 times-
while 25 (38%) reported one to five experiences with the drug. 
Comparison of these findings to responses from initial 1971 
users in 1973 indicated that similar patterns of marijuana use 
occurred in these two groups, with the exception of the more 
experienced user category. The cross sectional user group had 
proportionately more respondents in the "more than 30 times" 
category than initial 1971 users reported in 1973 (42% and 
36%, respectively). 
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The second item indicating patterns of marijuana use was 
"recency of last marijuana use." Responses from initial 1971 
users again suggested a novice pattern of marijuana use for 
this group in 1971 (see Table 3). Eleven (79%) subjects 
reported their last use of marijuana was no more recent than 
three months prior to data collection, while only two (14%) 
respondents reported use within the last week. The pattern of 
use changed for this group in 1973. Proportionately more 
recent experiences with marijuana were reported. In 1973, six 
(54%) respondents reported their last use of marijuana was no 
more recent than three months prior to data collection, while 
three (27%) respondents reported use within the last week. 
Reports of "recency of last marijuana use" from initial 
1973 users again indicated a novice pattern of use for this 
group. Nine (75%) individuals reported rheir last uat: ol 
marijuana was no more recent than three months prior to data 
collection, and only two (17%) subjects reported use within 
the last week. Comparison of these findings to reported 
recency of last use offered by initial 1971 users in 1971 
again indicated similar patterns of early marijuana use in 
both groups. Seventy-nine per cent of the initial 1971 users 
in 1971 and 75 per cent of the initial 1973 users reported 
their last use of marijuana was no more recent than three 
months prior to data collection, while 14 per cent of the 
initial 1971 users in 1971 and 17 per cent of the initial 1973 
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users reported use within the last week. 
Responses from cross sectional users to the item "recency 
of last marijuana use" indicated that while the majority of 
subjects displayed a novice pattern of use, this was only a 
slight majority. Thirty-three (51%) individuals reported 
their last use of marijuana was no more recent than three 
months prior to data collection, and 18 (28%) reported use 
within the last week. Comparison of these findings to recency 
of last use reported fay initial 1971 users in 1973 again sug­
gested a similar pattern of marijuana use for these two groups. 
Fifty-one per cent of the cross sectional users and 54 per 
cent of the initial 1971 users in 1973 reported their last use 
of marijuana was no more recent than three months prior to 
data collection, and 28 per cent of the cross sectional users 
and 27 per cent of the initial 1971 users in 1975 reported 
use within the last week. 
The final item assessed here as indicating the pattern of 
marijuana use was "average frequency of marijuana use." 
Responses to this item from initial 1971 users indicated a 
novice pattern of use for this group in 1971 (see Table 3). 
The most frequent category of marijuana use reported was "two 
or more times a month, not weekly," offered by three (21%) 
respondents. Six (43%) individuals reported there average 
use was "two or more times a year, not monthly." A slight 
change in pattern of use was noted for this group in 1973. 
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Here, more frequent use categories were represented. One (9%) 
individual reported daily use of marijuana in 1973, and two 
(18%) subjects noted their average use was "two or more times 
a week, not daily." However, the majority of initial 1971 
users still reported a novice pattern of marijuana use in 1973. 
One (9%) respondent reported frequency of use was "two or more 
times a year, not monthly" and five (45%) noted they had not 
used the drug for more than a year. 
Reported "average frequency of marijuana use" by initial 
1973 users indicated a novice pattern of marijuana use for 
this group. Here, the most frequent category of use reported 
was "two or more times a week, not daily," and two (17%) sub­
jects reported this frequency of use. The majority of this 
group reported less frequent uses of marijuana. Three (25%) 
subjects noted their average use was "two or more times a 
year, not monthly," and six (50%) reported no use for more 
than a year. Comparison of these findings to initial 1971 
users' responses in 1971 indicated that the patterns of mari­
juana use were similar for both groups. The majority of 
initial 1973 users and initial 1971 users in 1971 reported 
that their frequency of use was "two or more times a year, 
not monthly," or "more than a year since used" (75% and 64%, 
respectively). However, one exception in similarity of use 
patterns was noted. The initial 1973 users had a more 
frequent category of use represented (i.e. "two or more times 
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a week, not daily") than the initial 1971 users had in 1971 
(i.e. most frequent category represented here was "two or more 
times a month, not weekly"). 
Assessing responses to "average frequency of marijuana 
use" from cross sectional users indicated that while more 
frequent use of marijuana was well represented (e.g. 16 
respondents (25%) reported use was once a week or more fre­
quently) , a majority of this group reported an average 
frequency of use suggestive of a novice pattern of marijuana 
I use. Seventeen (26%) subjects noted their average frequency 
of use was "two or more times a year, not monthly," and 21 
(32%) reported they had not used marijuana for more than a 
year. Comparison of these findings to initial 1971 users' 
reported frequency of marijuana use in 1973 indicated that 
similar patterns of use occurred within both yruupb. Tweal-y-
five per cent of the cross sectional users and 27 per cent of 
initial 1971 users in 1973 reported their average frequency 
of use was once a week or more frequently. Further, 58 per 
cent of the cross sectional users and 54 per cent of the 
initial 1971 users in 1973 reported they used marijuana "two 
or more times a year, not monthly" or that they had not used 
for more than a year. 
These comparisons of marijuana users from panel and cross 
sectional groups have yielded a number of consistencies 
regarding patterns of marijuana use displayed within the two 
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samples. First, initial 1971 users in 1971 and initial 1973 
users were comparable in their patterns of marijuana use as 
far as the dimensions considered here. The only notable 
exceptions to this similarity were that initial 1973 users 
reported a somewhat higher proportion of more experienced 
users and had more frequent use of marijuana represented than 
initial 1971 users reported in 1971. Second, initial 1971 
users in 1971 and initial 1973 users both reported patterns of 
marijuana use which indicated the groups were in novice stages 
of marijuana use. Third, the pattern of marijuana use changed 
for initial 1971 users sustaining use by 1973. Increased 
proportions of this group reported a greater number of mari­
juana experiences, more recent use of marijuana, and more 
frequent use of marijuana in 1973. Finally, patterns of mari-
j Udua uâé leyvïLëu xii 1973 by xiixLicLx 1971 uSGxS Wcxc CCIupSr 
able to the number of marijuana experiences, recency of last 
use, and frequency of use reported by users from the cross 
sectional sample. The only notable exception was that the 
cross sectional users had proportionately more experienced 
marijuana smokers than the initial 1971 users reported in 1973. 
In addition to assessing patterns of marijuana use, panel 
and cross sectional users were compared regarding involvement 
with other drugs. Information reported in Table 4 indicated 
each group's involvement with drugs other than marijuana by 
assessing responses to items indicating opportunities to use 
Table 4. Comparison of; panel and crosis sectional group marijuana users as to 
involvement with other drugs:'^ 
Initial 1971 us ers Initial 1973 users Cross sectional 
(N= 14) (N = 12) users (N=65) 
Response Response Response Response Response 
in 1971 in i973 in 1971 in 1973 
N '•Ï N % N % N % N % 
Other drugs had 
opportunity to use (Since 1971) (Since 1971) 
Barbi turates^ 2 (14) 1 ( 7) 2 (17) 2 (17) 8 (12) 
Amphetamines c 1 ( 7) 1 ( 7) 3 (25) 1 ( 8) 7 (11) 
LSD^ 5 (36) 3 (21) 3 (25) 2 (17) 22 (34) 
Methadrine® 1 ( 7) 3 (21) 0 ( 0) 1 ( 8) 28 (43) 
Cocaine 0 ( 0) 0 ( 0) 1 ( 8) 1 ( 8) 13 (20) 
Heroin 0 ( 0) 0 ( 0) 0 ( 0) 1 ( 8) 2 ( 3) 
None 9 (64) 9 (64) 9 (75) 8 (67) 25 (39) 
Other drugs used 
Barbiturates^ 1 ( 7) 1 ( 7) 0 ( 0) 0 ( 0) 2 ( 3) 
LSDd 1 ( 7) 2 (14) 0 ( 0) 0 ( 0) 9 (14) 
Methadrine® 0 ( 0) 1 ( 7) 0 ( 0) 0 ( 0) 15 (23) 
Cocaine 0 ( 0) 0 ( 0) 0 ( 0) 0 ( 0) 6 ( 9) 
None 12 (86) 12 (86) 12 (100) 12 (100) 44 (68) 
other drugs desired 
to try 
LSD^ 
Methadrine® 
Cocaine 
Opium 
None 
1 ( 7) 0 ( 0) 0 ( 0) 0 ( 0) 7 (11) 
0 ( 0) 0 ( 0) 0 ( 0) 0 ( 0) 3 ( 5) 
0 ( 0) 0 ( 0) 0 ( 0) 0 ( 0) 1 ( 2) 
0 ( 0) 0 ( 0) 0 ( 0) 0 ( 0) 1 ( 2) 
13 (9 3) 14 (100) 12 (100) 12 (100) 55 (85) 
^Due to some respondents reporting more than one drug, summation of N's for 
each item may result in values which exceed the number of respondents in each group, 
and summation of % values may be more than 100%. 
^Phénobarbital, reds, and Valium responses are categorized as "barbiturates." 
'^Benzedrine and Christmas trees jrssponses are categorized as "amphetamines." 
^Mescaline, psilocybin, peyote, fIDA, and window pane responses are categorized 
as "LSD." 
^Speed and white cross responses are categorized as "methadrine." 
^Mescaline, psilocybin, peyote, and MDA responses are categorized as "LSD." 
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other drugs, actual use of. other drugs, and personal desire 
to try other drugs.^ 
Initial 1971 users and initial 1973 users both reported 
limited involvement with drugs other than marijuana throughout 
the four years of the study (see Table 4). The majority of 
respondents in these groups reported no exposure to other 
drugs. Nine (64%) initial 1971 users reported no previous 
opportunity to use other drugs for both the 1969 to 1971 and 
1971 to 1973 phases of the study. Of initial 1973 users, 
nine (75%) reported no opportunity to use other drugs by 1971, 
and eight (67%) reported similar experience regarding the 
interim from 1971 to 1973. The majority of panel users 
reported no other drug use. Twelve (86%) initial 1971 users 
reported no other drug use in both the 1971 and 1973 data col­
lections. All 12 (100%) initial 1973 users reported no other 
drug use throughout the study. Further, the majority of panel 
users did not desire to try other drugs. Thirteen (93%) 
initial 1971 users reported no desire to try other drugs in 
1971, and all 14 (100%) had no desire to try other drugs in 
1973. All 12 (100%) initial 1973 users did not report a 
desire to try other drugs throughout the study. 
^It should be noted that due to some respondents report­
ing more than one drug for each item, attempts to sum the N's 
for "opportunities," "actual use," and "desire to try" other 
drugs may result in values which exceed the number of respond­
ents for each group. Additionally, attempts to total % values 
listed may result in a value more than 100%. These limita­
tions apply to Table 4 and Table 5 which follows. 
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Where involvement with other drugs was reported among the 
panel users, findings indicated a variety of drugs were 
represented in regards to opportunities for use, but few drugs 
were actually used or desired to try. Opportunities to use 
other drugs reported by initial 1971 users included; 
(1) barbiturates or similar drugs, two (14%) respondents in 
1971 and one (7%) respondent in 1973; (2) amphetamines or 
similar drugs, one (7%) respondent each in both 1971 and 1973; 
(3) LSD or similar drugs, five (36%) respondents in 1971 and 
three (21%) respondents in 1973; and (4) methadrine or similar 
drugs, one (7%) respondent in 1971 and three (21%) respondents 
in 1973. Findings for initial 1973 users included; (1) bar­
biturates or similar drugs, two (17%) respondents each in 
both 1971 and 1973; (2) amphetamines or similar drugs, three 
respunutJiicti iii jlz) i ± ôiiû oiic jTcSpondGnt 1973; 
(3) LSD or similar drugs, three (25%) respondents in 1971 and 
two (17%) respondents in 1973; (4) methadrine or similar drugs, 
no respondents in 1971 and one (8%) respondent in 1973; 
(5) cocaine, one (8%) respondent each in both 1971 and 1973; 
and (6) heroin, no respondents in 1971 and one (8%) respondent 
in 1973. 
Other drugs actually used by panel marijuana users were 
reported only by the initial 1971 user group. Other actual 
drug use represented in this group included: (1) barbiturates 
or similar drugs, one (7%) respondent each in both 1571 and 
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1973; (2) LSD or similar drugs, one (7%) respondent in 1971 
and two (14%) respondents in 1973; and (3) methadrine or 
similar drugs, no respondents in 1971 and one (7%) respondent 
in 1973. 
Only one panel user indicated a desire to try other drugs. 
Here, one (7%) initial 1971 user reported a desire to try LSD 
or similar drugs in 1971. 
Findings from cross sectional marijuana users indicated 
that this group had a greater degree of involvement with other 
drugs than did panel user groups (see Table 4). Although a 
majority of cross sectional marijuana users had not actually 
used other drugs, nor desired to try other drugs, the pro­
portions of this group reporting such responses were less than 
those witnessed for panel user groups. Forty-four (68%) cross 
sectional users reported not to have used other drugs, and 55 
(85%) reported no desire to try other drugs. Further, a 
minority of cross sectional users reported no exposure to 
other drugs. Here, 25 (39%) individuals noted no opportunity 
to use other drugs. 
Where involvement with other drugs was reported among 
cross sectional users, findings indicated that not only were 
there a variety of drugs represented in regards to opportuni­
ties for use, but also, in comparison to panel users' experi­
ences, more drugs were actually used and desired to try. 
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Opportunities to use other drugs reported by cross sectional 
users included: (1) barbiturates or similar drugs, eight (12%) 
respondents; (2) amphetamines or similar drugs, seven (11%) 
respondents; (3) LSD or similar drugs, 22 (34%) respondents; 
(4) methadrine or similar drugs, 28 (43%) respondents; 
( 5) cocaine, 13 (20%) respondents; and (6) heroin, two (3%) 
respondents. 
Reports of other drugs actually used by cross sectional 
marijuana users included: (1) barbiturates or similar drugs, 
two (3%) respondents; (2) LSD or similar drugs, nine (14%) 
respondents; (3) methadrine or similar drugs, 15 (23%) respond­
ents; and (4) cocaine, six (9%) respondents. 
Finally, other drugs desired to try by cross sectional 
users included: (1) LSD or similar drugs, seven (11%) respond­
ents; (2) methadrine or similar drugs, tnree (b% respondents; 
(3) cocaine, one (2%) respondent; and (4) opium, one (2%) 
respondent. 
Comparisons made here of panel and cross sectional mari­
juana users regarding involvement with other drugs indicated 
two major conclusions. First, both initial 1971 users and 
initial 1973 users from the panel sample had limited involve­
ment with drugs other than marijuana throughout the four years 
of the study. The majority of these respondents did not 
report opportunities to use other drugs, actual drug use, nor 
desired to try other drugs» For those panel users who reported 
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involvement with other drugs, a variety of drugs were repre­
sented in regards to opportunities for use, but few drugs were 
actually used or desired to try. Second, cross sectional 
users had a greater degree of involvement with other drugs than 
did either of the panel user groups. While a majority of the 
cross sectional users had not actually used drugs other than 
marijuana, and did not desire to try other drugs, a minority 
of this group reported no opportunities to use other drugs. 
Further, in comparison to panel users, cross sectional users 
reported more drugs actually used and desired to try. 
Panel and Cross Sectional Nonusers of Marijuana 
Nonusers of marijuana from the panel and cross sectional 
samples were compared regarding involvement with drugs other 
than marijuana. Tcible 5 presents information reyaiulny 
opportunities to use drugs other than marijuana, actual use of 
other drugs, and other drugs desired to try, as reported in 
1971 and 1973 by respondents from the panel sample who 
abstained from marijuana use throughout the four years of the 
study, and as reported by cross sectional respondents who did 
2 
not report marijuana use. 
Both panel and cross sectional nonusers had very limited 
involvement with other drugs (see Table 5). Virtually 100 
2 See footnote on p. 90. 
Table 5. Comparison of panel and cross, sectional group nonusers of marijuana as to 
involvement with other drugs 
Panel nonusers (N=77) Cross sectional 
nonusers (N=4 3) 
Response in Response in Response 
1971 1973 
N % N % N % 
Other drugs had opportunity 
to use 
Barbiturates 2 ( 3) 2 ( 3) 1 ( 2) 
.Amphe t am i n e s 1 ( 1) 1 ( 1) 0 ( 0) 
LSDb 3 ( 4) 1 ( 1) 2 ( 5) 
Methadrine^ 1 ( 1) 0 ( 0) 4 ( 9) 
Cocaine 0 ( 0) 0 ( 0) 1 ( 2) 
Heroin 1 ( 1) 2 ( 3) 1 ( 2) 
None 73 (95) 74 (96) 37 (86) 
Other drugs used 
None 
Other drugs desired to try 
None 
77 
77 
(100) 77 
(100) 77 
(100) 
(100) 
43 (100) 
43 (100) 
Due to some respondents reporting more than one drug, summation of N ' s  f o r  each 
item may result in values which exceed the number of respondents in each group, and 
summation of % values may be more than 100%. 
Mescaline and psilocybin responses are categorized as "LSD." 
Cgpeed responses categorized as "methadrine." 
96 
per cent of both the panel and cross sectional nonuser groups 
reported no other drug use, and none of these respondents 
desired to try other drugs. The majority of panel and cross 
sectional nonusers reported no exposure to other drugs. Of 
panel nonusers, 73 (95%) respondents in 1971 and 74 (96%) 
respondents in 1973 reported no opportunities to use other 
drugs. Thirty-seven (86%) cross sectional nonusers reported 
no opportunities to use other drugs. 
Where exposure to other drug use was reported, the 
experiences of panel nonusers reported in 1971 and 1973, and 
cross sectional nonusers were quite similar. Opportunities to 
use other drugs reported by panel nonusers included: 
(1) barbiturates, two (3%) respondents each in both 1971 and 
1973; (2) amphetamines, one (1%) respondent each in both 1971 
and 1973; (3) LbD or similar drugs, three (4%) respOuueuLs in 
1971 and one (1%) respondent in 1973; (4) methadrine or 
similar drugs, one (1%) respondent in 1971 and no respondents 
in 1973; and (5) heroin, one (1%) respondent in 1971 and two 
(3%) respondents in 1973. Opportunities to use other drugs 
reported by cross sectional nonusers included: (1) bar­
biturates, one (2%) respondent; (2) LSD or similar drugs, two 
(5%) respondents; (3) methadrine or similar drugs, four (9%) 
respondents; (4) cocaine, one (2%) respondent; and (5) heroin, 
one (2%) respondent. The only notable differences in the 
experiences of panel and cross sectional nonusers were that 
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opportxmities to use amphetamines were reported by panel non-
users only, and opportunities to use cocaine were reported by 
cross sectional nonusers only. Appreciably more cross sec­
tional than panel nonusers reported opportunities to use 
methadrine or similar drugs. 
Thus, comparisons indicated that both panel and cross 
sectional nonusers of marijuana had very limited involvement 
with other drugs, and that where exposure to other drug use 
was represented, the experiences of both panel and cross sec­
tional nonusers were quite similar. 
Conclusions 
Comparisons made of initial 1971 users and initial 1973 
users from the panel sample indicated that these groups were 
similar in regards to patterns of marijuana use displayed, 
and involvement with other drugs. Assessing responses to 
"number of times used marijuana," "recency of last marijuana 
use," and "average frequency of marijuana use," from initial 
1971 users in 1971 and initial 1973 users indicated that both 
groups displayed a novice pattern of early marijuana use. 
Additionally, both groups reported limited involvement with 
drugs other than marijuana throughout the four years of the 
study. 
The cross sectional sample had a greater proportion of 
marijuana users than did the panel sample. The pattern of 
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marijuana use for cross sectional users indicated that users 
here were more experienced in marijuana use than initial 1971 
users in 1971 and initial 1973 users from the panel group, 
but had a pattern of use similar to that reported by initial 
1971 users sustaining use by 1973. Cross sectional users had 
a greater degree of involvement with other drugs than panel 
users had at any time of the four-year study. 
Comparisons of nonusers of marijuana from the panel and 
cross sectional samples indicated that both of these groups 
had limited involvement with other drugs. 
The results suggested that the most notable differences 
between panel and cross sectional samples occurred in the 
proportions of marijuana users represented and involvement 
with other drugs. Some difference in the patterns of mari­
juana use for these two sample was noted when croba becLional 
users were compared to panel users in early stages of marijuana 
use. However, the differences were not of such severity to 
prohibit comparisons of results from these samples when 
answering the research questions of this project. 
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CHAPTER 4. DEVELOPMENT AND COMPARISONS OF 
MODELS PREDICTING INITIAL MARIJUANA USE 
This chapter presents findings from the analyses of panel 
and cross sectional data. These findings are presented in 
three sections, i.e. (1) salient variables predicting initial 
marijuana use, (2) consistency of salient variables to predict 
initial marijuana use, and (3) interaction or combined effects 
of salient variables in predicting initial marijuana use. The 
"best" predictors of initial marijuana use, based on the 
findings here, and hypotheses suggesting the relationship of 
these predictors to initial use of marijuana, are presented 
in the conclusions of this chapter. 
Salient Variables Predicting Initial 
Marijuana Use 
Regression analyses were performed to determine which of 
ten variables were most salient to predicting initial use of 
marijuana. The ten independent variables entered in regres­
sion were sex, age, educational attainment, occupational 
status, exposure to close marijuana-using friends, opportunity 
to use marijuana, expressed desire to try marijuana, tolerant 
attitude toward marijuana use, changes in attitude toward 
marijuana use, and beliefs causing hesitancy to try marijuana. 
All ten of these variables were regressed on the dependent 
variable "marijuana use" when the panel data were analyzed, 
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and nine of the these variables were regressed on marijuana 
use when the cross sectional data were analyzed. The variable 
"occupational status" was dropped from analysis of the cross 
sectional data because all respondents in this group reported 
"college student" as their occupation. 
Analyses here followed stepwise regression procedures. 
The stepwise procedure evaluates the contribution of all 
variables in the model at each regression step, and yields 
the most statistically efficient equation for the variables 
assessed. Different significance levels can be designated in 
setting criteria for (1) variables to enter the equation, and 
(2) variables to remain in the equation. Due to the fact that 
this project was concerned with developing models to predict 
initial marijuana use, and minimal research in this area had 
been accomplished, liberal significance levels were set. The 
.10 level of significance was used for variables to enter and 
the .25 level of significance was used for variables to 
remain in the equation. 
The models presented here, each resulted from stepwise 
regression procedures. An alternate model, not developed 
from strict stepwise procedures, was suggested by the regres­
sion analysis of the 1969 to 1971 phase of the panel data. 
This model is presented in Appendix F. Additionally, findings 
reported here from regression analyses considers only those 
variables found salient to -predicting initial marijuana use. 
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Appendices C, D, and E present correlation matrices for ail 
the variables entered in regression for analyses of the 1969 
to 1971 phase of the panel data, the 1971 to 1973 phase of 
the panel data, and the cross sectional data, respectively. 
Table 6 presents results of stepwise regression using 
the 1969 to 1971 phase of the panel data. Two variables from 
1969 were salient to predicting initial use of marijuana by 
1971. The "tolerant attitude toward marijuana use" variable 
was entered first in regression and explained better than 11 
per cent of the variance in the dependent variable. "Oppor­
tunity to use marijuana" was entered second in regression and 
2 increased the R by about seven per cent. Both variables were 
positively related to initial marijuana use and together 
explained just over 18 per cent of the variance in initial 
marijuana use by 1971. Figure 1 presents the model for the 
prediction of initial marijuana use based on analysis of this 
phase of the panel data. 
Marijuana 
use 
Opportunity 
Figure 1. Model depicting salient variables for prediction 
of marijuana use from panel data (1959 to 1971) 
Table 6. Results of stepwise regression for prediction of marijuana use from panel 
data (1969 to 1971) 
Salient variables Regression R' 
coefficient^ 
Tolerant attitude 
Opportunity 
27509 
26432 
Change in R'^ F 
(enter 
equation) 
11538 
18107 .06569 
13.17 
8 . 0 2  
(remain at 
final step) 
8 .69 
8 . 0 2  
Standardized beta, presented. 
h F value to enter equation at .10 significance level = 2.76. 
'F value to remain in equation at. .25 significance level = 1.34. 
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Results of stepwise regression using the 1971 to 1973 
phase of the panel data are presented in Table 7. Three 
variables from 1971 were salient to predicting initial mari­
juana use by 1973. "Tolerant attitude toward marijuana use" 
was entered first in regression, explaining slightly more 
than 14 per cent of the variance in the dependent variable, 
2 followed by "educational attainment" (R increased by about 
2 4 per cent) and "opportunity to use marijuana" (R increased 
by approximately 3 per cent). Each of these variables were 
positively related to marijuana use indicating that the 
presence of tolerant attitude toward marijuana use, opportun­
ity to use marijuana, and higher educational attainment in 
1971 predicted initial use of marijuana by 1973. The three 
variables explained over 21 per cent of the variance in 
initial marijuana use by 197 3. Tne model for predicting 
initial use of marijuana based on these data is presented in 
Figure 2. 
Stepwise regression analysis of the cross sectional data 
indicated that five variables were salient to predicting 
initial use of marijuana (see Table 8). The sequence of 
2 
variables entered in regression was (1) "age" (R about 32 
2 per cent), (2) "expressed desire to try marijuana" (R 
increased by approximately 16 per cent), (3) "tolerant 
p 
attitude toward marijuana use" (R" increased by approximately 
4 per cent), (4) "exposure to close marijuana-using friends" 
Table 7. Results of stepwise regression for prediction of marijuana use from panel 
data (1971 to 1973) 
Salient variables Regression . 
coefficient' 
R' Change in R^ 
Tolerant attitude .3 4564 
Education .20387 
Opportunity ,17321 
.1403 8 
. 18fi24 
.2139 0 
'Standardized beta presented. 
.04496 
.02867 
F" 
(enter 
equation) 
14 .20 
4.75 
3.10 
F value to enter equation at .10 significance level = 2.76. 
'F value to remain in equation a : .25 significance level = 1.34. 
(remain at 
final step) 
12.35 
4.49 
3.10 
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Tolerant 
attitude 
Education 
Opportunity 
.20387 Marijuana 
use 
Figure 2. Model depicting salient variables for prediction 
of marijuana use from panel data (1971 to 19 73) 
2 (R increased by approximately 2 per cent), and (5) "beliefs 
2 
causing hesitancy to try marijuana" (R increased by approxi­
mately 2 per cent). Three variables were positively related 
to marijuana use indicating that the presence of expressed 
desire to try marijuana, tolerant attitude toward marijuana 
use, and having frequent contact with close marijuana-using 
friends predicted initial use of marijuana. Two variables 
were negatively related to marijuana use indicating that the 
absence of beliefs causing hesitancy to try marijuana and 
being younger predicted initial use of marijuana. The five 
variables explained more than 55 per cent of the variance in 
initial marijuana use. Figure 3 presents the model for the 
prediction of initial marijuana use based on the cross sec­
tional data. 
Table 8. Results of stepwise regression for prediction of marijuana use from cross 
sectional data 
Salient variables Regression ^ 
coefficient 
2 Change in R pb 
(enter 
equation) 
(remain at 
final step) 
Age -.43413 . 3201)7 — — 49.90 38.96 
Expressed desire .34635 .47(1154 .15856 31.93 23.50 
Tolerant attitude . 16225 .51614 .03750 8.06 5.68 
Friends using 
marijuana .14753 .53C53 .02049 4 .55 4. 71 
Beliefs hesitancy --.13117 .55303 .01640 3 . 74 3. 74 
^Standardized beta presented. 
value to enter equation at .10 significance level = 2.76. 
*^F value to remain in equation at .25 significance level = 1.34. 
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attitude 
.14753 
Friends using 
marijuana 
Beliefs 
hesitancy 
Marijuana 
use 
Figure 3. Model depicting salient variables for prediction 
of marijuana use from cross sectional data 
Relationships of further dimensions of tlie "close 
marijuana-using friends," "opportunity to use marijuana," 
"beliefs causing hesitancy to try marijuana," and "change in 
attitude toward marijuana use" variables to initial marijuana 
use were examined. Here, further analyses were accomplished 
to determine whether any pattern of response to these dimen­
sions might have been related to initial marijuana use. 
Responses from subjects who reported close marijuana-
using friends were assessed to determine if "frequency" of 
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contact or "duration" of friendship was related to initial 
marijuana use. Results suggested that while a pattern of 
frequent contact with marijuana-using friends and future 
marijuana use occurred, no specific pattern was determined 
for duration of friendship with those friends and future 
marijuana use. 
The top half of Table 9 presents comparisons of reported 
frequency of contact with close marijuana-using friends, and 
reported presence or absence of marijuana use later in time. 
Of respondents who reported close marijuana-using friends in 
1969, four (80%) who used marijuana by 1971 reported "daily" 
contact with those friends, while ten (53%) who had not used 
marijuana by 1971 also reported such frequency of contact with 
using friends in 1969, Of those who reported close marijuana-
using friends in 1971, three (50%) who used marijuana by 1973 
reported "daily" contact with those friends, while two (7%) 
who had not used marijuana by 1973 reported "daily" contact 
with those friends in 1971. Of those from the cross sectional 
sample who reported close marijuana-using friends, 37 (73%) 
who used marijuana reported "daily" contact with those friends 
prior to any marijuana use, while 8 (29%) who had not used 
marijuana reported "daily" contact with using friends. Com­
parisons of percentages reporting marijuana use or no use in 
1971, 1973, and in the cross sectional sample within the "less 
than weekly" frequency of contact category supports the 
Table 9. Comparisons of frequency and duration dimensions of close marijuana-using 
friends and future marijuana use^ 
Panel sample Cross sectional sample 
Marijuana use 1971^ Marijuana use 1973^ Marijuana use^ 
Yes No Yes No Yes No 
N % N % N % N % N % N % 
Frequency of 
contact prior 
to marijuana 
use 
Daily 4 (80) 10 (53) 3 (50) 2 ( 7) 37 (73) 8 
2 or more times 
a week. not 
daily 0 ( 0) 1 ( 5) 1 (17) 10 (37) 9 (18) 10 
Weekly 0 ( 0) 2 (11) 1 (17) 2 ( 7) 3 ( 6) 2 
Less than weekly 1 (20) 6 (32) 1 (17) 13 (48) 2 ( 4) 8 
"5 (100) 19 (101)^ 6 (101)® 27 (99)® 51 (101)® 28 
(29) 
(36) 
( 7) 
( 2 9 )  
(101)® 
Duration of 
friendship 
Less than one 
year 
One year 
2-5 years 
6 or more years 
1 (20) 4 (21) 1 (20) 1 ( 4) 6 (12) 2 ( 7) 
1 (20) 4 (21) 1 (20) 2 ( 7) 8 (16) 5 (18) 
2 (40) 7 (37) 2 (40) 21 (78) 20 (39) 13 (46) 
1 (20) 4 (21) If (20) 3 (11) 17 (33) 8 (29) 
5 (100) 19 (100) (100) 27 (100) 51 (100) 28 (100) 
^Information assessed here only from those respondents reporting the presence 
of close marijuana-using friends. 
^Comparisons here with reported "frequency of contact" and "duration of 
friendship" in 1969. 
'^Comparisons here with reported "frequency of contact" and "duration of 
friendship" in 1971. Additionally, initial 1971 users dropped from analysis here. 
^Comparisons here with "frequency of contact" and "duration of friendship" 
reported at the time of data collection for nonusers, and situation prior to first 
use of marijuana for users. 
^Percentage not total 100% due to rounding error. 
^One "don't know" response dropped from analysis. 
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suggested pattern here; i.e. less frequent contact with mari­
juana-using friends was related to abstinence from marijuana 
use. As indicated by the results of regression analyses pre­
sented above, the relationship of this "frequency" dimension 
of the close marijuana-using friends variable to initial 
marijuana use was strongest in the cross sectional data. 
The bottom half of Table 9 presents comparisons of 
reported duration of friendships with close marijuana-using 
friends, and reported presence or absence of marijuana use 
later in time. No specific relationship of the "duration" 
dimension of this variable to initial marijuana use was deter­
mined. In all categories of the duration of friendship item 
subjects were as likely to use marijuana as not, with the 
exception of the 1971 to 1973 panel data. Here, the largest 
percentage difference occurred between reported marijuana use 
and no use within the "2-5 years" duration of friendship 
category, and suggested a pattern of deterrence from mari­
juana use was associated with this category. Of those who 
reported close marijuana-using friends in 1971, two (40%) who 
used marijuana by 1973 reported "2-5 years" duration of 
friendship, while 21 (78%) who had not used marijuana by 1973 
reported such duration of friendship in 1971. 
Responses from subjects who reported opportunity to use 
marijuana were assessed to determine whether the "number of 
opportunities" to use marijuana was related to future use of 
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the drug. While no single pattern of number of opportunities 
to use marijuana was related to future use of the drug across 
time, various patterns occurred at different points in time 
within the panel and cross sectional samples. 
Table 10 presents comparisons of the number of oppor­
tunities to use marijuana, and reported presence or absence 
of marijuana use later in time. The 1969 to 1971 phase of 
the panel data indicated some differences between reported 
marijuana use and no use within the "one time" category of 
number of opportunities to use marijuana, and suggested that 
this category was associated with future marijuana use. Of 
respondents who reported opportunity to use marijuana in 1969, 
three (38%) who used marijuana by 1971 reported "one" 
opportunity in 1969, while three (20%) who had not used 
marijuana by 1971 also reported "one" opportunity to use 
marijuana in 1969. For the 1971 to 1973 phase of the panel 
data, and for the cross sectional data, subjects who reported 
"one" opportunity to use marijuana were as likely to report 
future marijuana use as not. 
Examination of the "6 or more times" category for the 
panel data suggested that numerous opportunities to use mari­
juana was associated with abstinence from marijuana use, 
indicating that if one had not used marijuana the first few 
times it was offered, chances were he or she would not use it 
given further opportunities. Of respondents who reported 
Table 10. Comparisons of number of opportunities to use marijuana and future 
marijuana use^ 
Panel sample 
Marijuana use 1971^ Marijuana use 1973^ 
Yes No 
N N 
Yes No 
N N 
Cross sectional sample 
Marijuana use^ 
Yes 
N 
No 
N 
Number of 
opportunities 
One time 
2-5 times 
6 or more times 
3 (38) 3 (20) 1 (14) 2 ( 9) 2 ( 4) 2 ( 8) 
4 (50) 8 (53) 4 (57) 11 (50) 17 (37) 12 (46) 
1 (13) 4 (27) 2 (29) 9 (41) 27 (59) 12 (46) 
15 (100) 7 (100) 22 46 (100) 26 (Too) 
^Information assessed here only from those respondents reporting the presence 
of opportunities to try marijuana. 
^Comparisons here with reported "number of opportunities" in 1969. 
'^Comparisons here with reported "number of opportunities" in 1971. Addition­
ally, initial 1971 useis dropped from analysis here. 
'^Comparisons here with "number ol: opportunities" reported at the time of data 
collection for nonusers, and situation prior to first use of marijuana for users. 
^Percentage not total 100% due to rounding error. 
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opportunity to use marijuana in 1969, one (13%) who used mari­
juana by 1971 reported "6 or more" opportunities in 1969, 
while four (27%) who had not used marijuana by 1971 also 
reported the same number of opportunities to use marijuana in 
1969. Of those who reported opportunity to use marijuana in 
1971, two (29%) who had used marijuana by 1973 reported "6 or 
more" opportunities to use the drug in 1971, while nine (41%) 
who had not used marijuana by 1973 also reported "6 or more" 
opportunities in 1971. However, this pattern was reversed in 
the cross sectional data. Of respondents from the cross 
sectional sample who reported opportunity to use marijuana, 
27 (59%) who used marijuana reported "6 or more" opportunities 
prior to any marijuana use, while 12 (46%) who had not used 
marijuana reported "6 or more" opportunities to use the drug. 
Responses from subjects who reported "beliefs causing 
hesitancy to try marijuana" were assessed to determine whether 
any specific beliefs were related to deterrence from future 
use of the drug. Here, specific responses were categorized 
into three substantive areas: (1) "physical reasons," such as 
beliefs that marijuana was physically or mentally harmful, 
addictive, or altered perception; (2) physical/social reasons," 
such as beliefs that other drugs might be in marijuana offered 
to them or that the individual personally felt he or she would 
not care for the marijuana "high"; and (3) social/moral 
reasons," such as concern over potential legal consequences, 
115a 
marijuana was too costly, or the person felt no need for any 
type of drug use. Results suggested that different patterns 
of specific beliefs causing hesitancy to try marijuana and 
deterrence from marijuana use occurred within the panel and 
cross sectional samples. 
Table 11 presents comparisons of the substance of the 
specific belief causing hesitancy to try marijuana, and 
reported presence or absence of marijuana use later in time. 
Within the panel sample, results suggested that a pattern of 
"physical reason" causing hesitancy to try marijuana acted as 
a more effective deterrent to marijuana use than did "social/ 
moral reasons." Of respondents who reported beliefs causing 
hesitancy to try marijuana in 1959, six (75%) who had used 
marijuana by 1971 reported "physical reasons" as the substance 
of their specific beliefs in lyfey, while 64 (68%) who had nut 
used marijuana by 1971 also reported "physical reasons" in 
1969. Additionally, two (25%) who had used marijuana by 1971 
reported "social/moral reasons" as the substance of their 
specific beliefs causing hesitancy to try marijuana in 1969, 
while eight (11%) who had not used marijuana by 1971 reported 
such beliefs in 1969. The same pattern occurred in the 1971 
to 1973 phase of the panel data. Of those who reported 
beliefs causing hesitancy to try marijuana in 1971, five 
(56%) who h..id used marijuana by 1973 reported "physical 
reasons" as the substance of their specific beliefs in 1971, 
Table 11. Comparisons of specific beliefs causing hesitancy to try marijuana cind 
future marijuana use^ 
Marijuana use 1971 
Panel sample 
fc 
Yes 
N % 
No 
Marijuana use 1973 
Yes No 
Cross sectional sample 
Marijuana use^ 
Yes 
N N % N % N 
No 
N % 
Substance of specific 
belief causing hesitancy 
Physical reasons 6 (75) 64 (88) 5 (56) 55 (89) 24 (67) 21 (64) 
Phy s i cal/s oci cil 
reasons^ 0 ( 0) 1 ( 1) 1 (11) 0 ( 0) 3 ( 8) 7 (21) 
Social/moral 
reasons? 2 (25) 8 (11) 3 (33) 7 (11) 9 (25) 5 (15) 
8 (100) 73 (100) 9 (100) 62 (100) 36 (100) 33 (100) 
^Information assessed here only J:rom those reporting the presence of beliefs 
causing hesitancy to try marijuana. 
^Comparisons here with reported "specific beliefs causing hesitancy" in 1969. 
^Comparisons here with reported "specific beliefs causing hesitancy" in 1971. 
Additionally, initial 19 71 users dropped from analysis here. 
^Comparisons here with "specific beliefs causing hesitancy" reported at the time 
of data collection for nonusers, and .situation prior to first use of marijuana for 
users. 
^Examples of "physical reasons" .include: harmful, addictive, alters perception. 
^Examples of "physical/social reasons" include: not care for "high," other 
drugs in marijuana. 
^Examples of "social/moral reaso.is" include: legal consequences, costly, no 
need for it. 
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while 55 (89%) who had not used marijuana by 1973 also 
reported "physical reasons" as their beliefs causing hesitancy 
to try marijuana in 1971. Three (33%) who had used marijuana 
by 1973 reported "social/moral reasons" as the substance of 
their specific beliefs causing hesitancy to try marijuana in 
1971, while seven (11%) who had not used marijuana by 1973 
also reported such beliefs in 1971. 
Within the cross sectional sample, subjects who reported 
"physical reasons" as the substance of their specific beliefs 
causing hesitancy to try marijuana prior to use of the drug 
were as likely to have used marijuana as not. Further, 
results indicated that only a slightly higher proportion of 
those who had used marijuana reported "social/moral reasons" 
as the specific belief causing hesitancy to try marijuana 
than those who had not used the druy (23 per cent and 15 per 
cent, respectively). The pattern suggested by results here 
was that "physical/social reasons" acted as an effective 
deterrent to marijuana use. Of those who reported beliefs 
causing hesitancy to try marijuana, three (8%) who had used 
marijuana reported "physical/social reasons" as the substance 
of their specific belief prior to any marijuana use, while 
seven (21%) who had not used marijuana reported such beliefs 
causing hesitancy to try marijuana. 
Responses from subjects who reported "change in attitude 
toward marijuana use" were assessed to determine whether any 
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specific changes in attitude were related to future marijuana 
use. Here, specific responses were categorized as (1) indi­
cating more liberal, tolerant, or accepting attitudes toward 
marijuana use, (2) indicating that one became informed or 
open-minded about marijuana use, and (3) indicating less 
tolerant attitudes toward marijuana use. Results from both 
panel and cross sectional data suggested that a pattern of 
change to more liberal, tolerant, or accepting attitudes 
toward marijuana occurred. This pattern was strongest for the 
1971 to 1973 panel data, and the cross sectional data. 
Table 12 presents comparisons of the substance of the 
specific change in attitude toward marijuana use, and reported 
presence or absence of marijuana use later in time. Of 
respondents who reported change in attitude toward marijuana 
use in 1969, five (63%) who had used marihuana by 1971 
reported "more liberal, tolerant, or accepting of use" as 
their specific change in attitude, while 19 (58%) who had not 
used marijuana by 1971 also reported this as their specific 
change in attitude in 1969. Of those who reported change in 
attitude toward marijuana use in 1971, four (100%) who had 
used marijuana by 1973 reported "more liberal, tolerant, or 
accepting of use" as their specific change in attitude, while 
seven (54%) who had not used marijuana by 1973 also reported 
this as their specific change in attitude in 1971. Of respond­
ents from the cross sectional sample who reported change in 
Table 12. Comparisons of specific change in attitude toward marijuana use and future 
marijuana use .a 
Panel sample 
Marijuana use 1971^ Marijuana use 1973^ 
Ye.s No Yes No 
N % N %  N % N %  
Cross sectional sample 
Marijuana use^ 
Yes No 
N % N % 
Substance of specific 
change in attitude 
More liberal. 
tolerant, or 
accepting of use 5 (63) 19 (58) 4 (100) 7 (54) 21 (81) 11 (65) 
More informed or 
open-minded 
(35) about use 3 (38) 12 (36) 0 ( 0) 4 (31) 5 (19) 6 
Less tolerant 
of use 0 ( 0) 2 ( 6) 0 ( 0) 2 (15) 0 ( 0) 0 ( 0) 
8 (lOl)e 33 (100) 4 (100) 13 (100) 26 (100) 17 (100) 
Information assessed here only from those respondents reporting the presence 
nge in attitude toward marijuana use. 
Comparisons here with reported "specific change in attitude" in 196 9. 
"^Comparisons here with reported "specific change in attitude" in 1971. 
Additionally, initial 1971 users dropped from analysis here. 
'^Comparisons here with "specific change in attitude" reported at the time of 
data collection for nonusers, and situation prior to first use of marijuana for 
users. 
'Percentage not total 100% due to rounding error-
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attitude toward marijuana use, 21 (81%) who used marijuana 
reported "more liberal, or accepting of use" as their specific 
change in attitude prior to any marijuana use, while 11 (65%) 
who had not used marijuana reported this as their specific 
change in attitude toward marijuana use. 
To summarize, results of stepwise regression analyses 
indicated which of the selected variables were salient to 
predicting initial marijuana use; (1) "tolerant attitude 
toward marijuana use" and "opportunity to use marijuana" in 
1969 were best predictors of initial marijuana use by 1971 and 
explained more than 18 per cent of the variance in the 
dependent variable; (2) "tolerant attitude toward marijuana 
use," "educational attainment," and "opportunity to use mari­
juana" in 1971 were best predictors of initial marijuana use 
by 1973 and explained more than 21 per cent ox the variauce 
in the dependent variable; and (3) "age," "expressed desire 
to try marijuana," "tolerant attitude toward marijuana use," 
"exposure to close marijuana-using friends," and "beliefs 
causing hesitancy to try marijuana" were best predictors of 
marijuana use in the cross sectional sample and explained 
more than 55 per cent of the variance in the dependent vari­
able. Examination of further dimensions of selected variables 
indicated that "frequent" contact with close marijuana-using 
friends and change to "more liberal, tolerant, or accepting" 
attitudes toward marijuana use were related to future use of 
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marijuana in both the panel and cross sectional samples. 
Other investigators may want to assess these dimensions in 
future research focusing on initiation to drug use. Finally, 
while "numerous" opportunities to use marijuana and specific 
beliefs causing hesitancy to try marijuana of a "physical" 
nature were associated with abstention from marijuana use in 
the panel sample, results from the cross sectional sample sug­
gested that "numerous" opportunities to use marijuana were 
related to future marijuana use and "physical/social reasons" 
for beliefs causing hesitancy to try marijuana was related to 
abstention from use. This author would speculate that these 
differences in panel and cross sectional results might be 
indicative of general societal changes which have occurred 
regarding the incidence of and attitude toward marijuana use 
(i.e. use more prevalent today Lhuô greaLer potential for 
opportunity to use the drug,- marijuana no longer thought to 
be harmful or addictive if used in moderation,- belief that 
use of marijuana is an individual's decision), but resolution 
of this question is left to other research endeavors. 
Consistency of Salient Variables to Predict 
Initial Marijuana Use 
To determine whether the salient variables were con­
sistent in their ability to predict marijuana use over time, 
comparisons were made of models developed from the panel and 
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cross sectional data. Within the panel data, "tolerant 
attitude toward marijuana use" and "opportunity to use mari­
juana" were the only variables which consistently appeared as 
predictors of initial marijuana use in both 1971 and 1973. 
Of these variables, "tolerant attitude" may be considered the 
most consistent predictor due to the fact that it also 
appeared in the prediction model developed from the cross 
sectional data collected in 1976. 
Comparisons of panel respondents who remained nonusers 
over the four-year period and initial 1971 and 1973 users are 
presented in Table 13. Here descriptive "profiles" of non-
users and users were developed in regards to modal or, if 
appropriate, mean characteristics on each of the selected 
variables. Nonusers were compared to initial 1971 users 
based on infurmaLioix reported in 1DS2, and nonusers and 
initial 19 73 users were compared on information reported in 
1971. Modal or mean characteristics of cross sectional users 
and nonusers are also presented in this table. 
Examination of Table 13 indicates whether changes on 
these variables occurred between user groups, or between user 
and nonuser groups, suggesting the consistency of occurrence 
of the variables in user or nonuser groups over time. This 
author was particularly interested in assessing respondents' 
characteristics on the three variables which predicted initial 
marijuana use in the panel sample, i.e. "tolerant attitude 
Table 13. Profile of users and nonusers of marijuana from panel and cross sectional 
samples regarding presence of prediction variables 
Panel sample Cross sectional 
1959 1971 sample ^ 
Variable Information Information Information 
Int. Int. 
1971 19 73 
NU use NU use NU use 
Sex F M/F F F M M 
Age^ 21 20 23 23 21 18 
Educational attainment^ Coll Coll Coll Coll® Coll H.S. 
Soph Soph Sr Sr Soph Jr/Sr 
Occupational status Student Student Student Job Student Student 
Exposure to close marijuana-
using friends^» Not seen Once a Two or Once a Two or Two or 
for more month^ more month® more more 
than a times a times a times a 
yeard year. month, week, 
not . not r not 
monthly weekly daily^ 
Opportunity to use marijuana No Yes No Yes Yes Yes 
Expressed desire to tr% 
marijuana No No No No No Yes 
Tolerant attitude towaird H 
marijuana use No Yes/No No Yes No No 
Changes in attitude toward 
marijuana use No Yes No No No No 
Beliefs causing hesitancy ^ 
to try marijuana Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 
•^Information from the cross sectional sample reflects conditions prior to mari­
juana use. Thus, responses to questicns regarding users' situations prior to first 
use of marijuana were employed here, while nonusers' responses concerning their 
situation at the time of data collection were used. 
Reported conditions here reflect "mean" responses for the group. 
^All initial 1973 users were eitl-.er college seniors or had graduated in 1971, 
while college "sophomores" through "graduates" were represented among nonusers in 
1971. 
^Modal response indicated that most did not report having close friends who used 
marijuana. 
^Half this group (N = 6) did not report having close friends who used marijuana. 
^Modal response indicated that 3f>% of this group did not report having close 
friends who used marijuana. 
^Modal response indicated that most of this group had daily contact with close 
friends who used marijuana. 
^55% of the users here reported "No" and 45% reported "Yes" to the tolerant 
attitude variable. Of the nonusers, 34% reported "No" and 16% reported "Yes" to this 
variable. 
^55% of the users here reported "Yes" and 45% reported "No" to the beliefs 
causing hesitancy to t.ry marijuana variable. Of the nonusers, 77% reported "Yes" and 
23% reported "No" to this variable. 
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toward marijuana use," "opportunity to use marijuana," and 
"educational attainment." 
The modal response to thp Loierant attitude" variable 
indicated that, in 1969, panel sample nonusers did not report 
the presence of this variable, while half the initial 1971 
users reported "tolerant attitude" and half did not report 
such attitude. In 1971, nonusers still did not report the 
presence of a "tolerant attitude toward marijuana use," while 
initial 1973 users did report such attitude. Neither nonusers 
nor users from the cross sectional sample reported "tolerant 
attitude" prior to any use of marijuana.^ These results sug­
gested that although "tolerant attitude" consistently pre­
dicted initial marijuana use over time, the occurrence of this 
variable as a predictor among more recent users (1976 cross 
sectional users) diminished. This may indicate tnat "tolerant 
attitude toward marijuana use" is becoming less important as 
a predictor of initial marijuana use. 
The modal response to the "opportunity to use marijuana" 
variable in both 1969 and 1971 indicated that panel nonusers 
did not report the presence of this variable at either time, 
^These findings seem to contradict results of regression 
analyses from the 1969 to 1971 phase of the panel data and the 
cross sectional data. However, it must be noted that the 
modal response is presented, and these findings do not negate 
regression outcomes. For example, further considerations of 
cross sectional data indicated that while 55% of the users 
reported no "tolerant attitude" prior to initial use of mari­
juana, 84% of the nonusers did not report "tolerant attitude." 
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while both initial 1971 and initial 1973 users reported the 
presence of this variable. Within the cross sectional sample, 
both nonusers and users reported "opportunity to use mari­
juana" prior to any use of marijuana. Results suggested this 
variable consistently occurred within user groups over time, 
but that occurrence of this variable within nonuser groups 
changed. More recent nonusers (1976 cross sectional nonusers) 
reported the presence of the "opportunity" variable. This 
result may reflect the increased incidence rates of marijuana 
use within our society by 1976. 
Examination of the mean response to the "educational 
attainment" variable indicated that both nonusers and initial 
1971 users reported they were "sophomores" in college in 196 9, 
and both nonusers and initial 1973 users reported they were 
"seniors" in college in l3ll/ The change over time, here, 
can be attributed to the sample making normal progress in 
tlieir educational career, rather than indicating that the 
user or nonuser group's characteristic changed on this vari­
able over time. Within the cross sectional sample, users' 
mean "educational attainment" prior to first use of marijuana 
It must be noted that the mean response is presented, 
and these findings do not negate the regression outcome which 
indicated "educational attainment" in 1971 predicted initial 
marijuana use by 1973. All the initial 1973 users were either 
college seniors or had graduated in 1971, while college 
"sophomores" through "graduates" were represented among non-
users in 1971. 
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v/as "junior or senior in high school" and nonusers' mean 
"educational attainment" was "sophomore" in college. This 
may indicate that more recent users began marijuana use in 
high school while earlier users were in college at the time 
of their first use of marijuana. However, caution is advised 
in comparing panel and cross sectional sample results on this 
variable. Only subjects who reported not to have used mari­
juana in 1969 were included in the panel sample. Thus, by 
design, none of the users from the panel sample could report 
"high school" categories as their educational attainment 
prior to first use of marijuana. 
Two further findings presented in Table 13 are noted 
regarding changes in salient variables predicting initial use 
of marijuana over time. Here, changes which occurred when 
comparing panel and cross sectional results may reflect 
changes which occurred within society regarding incidence of 
marijuana use and attitude toward use by 1976. First, the 
modal response to the "expressed desire to try marijuana" 
variable indicated that neither initial 1971 users nor initial 
1973 users reported the presence of this variable prior to 
first use of marijuana. But cross sectional users did report 
the presence of "expressed desire to try marijuana" prior to 
any marijuana use. This latter result may indicate that more 
recent users developed a curiosity about marijuana, and thus 
wanted to try it, as use of the drug became more prevalent in 
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the American society and attitude toward marijuana use became 
more liberal, or at least less restrictive. 
Second, the mean response to the "exposure to close 
marijuana-using friends" variable indicated that cross sec­
tional users and nonusers reported more frequent contact with 
"friends who used marijuana" prior to any marijuana use than 
was reported by nonusers or users in either 1969 or 1971. 
Further, the modal response from these groups indicated that 
the majority of nonusers in 1969 and 1971 and initial 1971 
users in 1969 did not report having close friends who used 
marijuana. Additionally, half the initial 1973 users did not 
report having such friends in 1971. Only 35 percent of the 
cross sectional nonusers reported no friends who used mari­
juana, and the majority of users from this group not only 
reported having marijuana-using friends prior to llieir first 
use of marijuana but also reported "daily" contact with these 
friends. The change noted on this variable may reflect the 
increased incidence of marijuana use within the past few 
years indicating that one's chances of having close friends 
who use marijuana are greater today, regardless of whether 
one uses the drug or not. 
To summarize, "tolerant attitude toward marijuana use" 
and "opportunity to use marijuana" were the only salient 
variables which consistently appeared as predictors of initial 
marijuana use. The "tolerant attitude" variable may be 
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considered the most consistent variable in that it appeared 
in all three models developed. Assessment of the consistency 
of occurrence of the three variables which predicted initial 
marijuana use in the panel sample suggested that (1) although 
the "tolerant attitude" variable predicted marijuana use at 
each of the three times considered, its ability to predict 
initial use of the drug may have diminished; (2) "opportunity 
to use marijuana" occurred consistently within all user 
groups over time, but occurrence of this variable changed 
within nonuser groups with recent nonusers reporting the 
presence of this variable; and (3) reported "educational 
attainment" prior to first marijuana use may have decreased, 
indicating that recent users begin use in high school rather 
than college. Finally, it was suggested that responses to 
the "expressed desire to try marijuana" and "exposure to close 
marijuana-using friends" items from the cross sectional sample 
may reflect societal changes regarding the incidence of and 
attitude toward marijuana use which occurred by 1976. 
Interaction or Combined Effects of Salient Variables 
in Predicting Initial Marijuana Use 
To determine whether the salient variables from the 
models operated in combination to predict initial marijuana 
use, further regression analyses were performed and results 
of models with and without interaction terms were compared. 
The impact of interactions between EXTRINSIC and INTRINSIC 
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salient variables on marijuana use were assessed. 
Results of tests for interaction effects are presented 
in Table 14. The model developed from the 1969 to 1971 phase 
of the panel data designated the EXTRINSIC variable "oppor­
tunity to use marijuana" and the INTRINSIC variable "tolerant 
attitude toward marijuana use" as salient variables predict­
ing initial use of marijuana. The addition of a variable to 
the model which accounted for "opportunity/tolerant attitude" 
interaction did not significantly explain more variance in 
2 initial marijuana use (R increase = .02, F = 2.67). These 
same two variables (opportunity and tolerant attitude) were 
designated as salient EXTRINSIC and INTRINSIC variables by 
the model developed from the 1971 to 1973 phase of the panel 
data. The addition of a variable to this model which 
accounted for "opportunity/tolerant attitude" interaction did 
not significantly add to the explanation of variance in 
2 initial marijuana use (R increase = .004, F = .415). 
The model developed from the cross sectional data 
designated the EXTRINSIC variable "exposure to close marijuana-
using friends" and the INTRINSIC variables "expressed desire 
to try marijuana," "tolerant attitude toward marijuana use," 
and "beliefs causing hesitancy to try marijuana" as salient 
variables predicting initial use of marijuana. Three separate 
tests were performed adding a variable to the model which 
accounted for interactions of (1) "friends using marijuana/ 
Table 14. Results of tests for interaction effects of salient EXTRINSIC and 
INTRINSIC variables from thej models 
Models compared r2 2 Change in R Degrees of 
freedom 
F* 
1969 to 1971 model 
With opportunity/toleremt 
attitude interaction 
.18107 
.2025 8 .02151 1 and 99 2.67 
19 71 to 1973 model 
With opportunity/tolerant 
attitude interaction 
.21390 
.21776 .00386 1 and 84 .415 
Cross sectional model 
With friends using marijuana/ 
expressed desire interaction 
.55303 
.. 55730 . 00427 1 and 101 .975 
Cross sectional model 
With friends using marijuana/ 
tolerant attitude interaction 
.55303 
.55305 .00002 1 and 101 .005 
Cross sectional model 
With friends using marijuana/ 
beliefs hesitancy interaction 
. 55303 
.55305 .00002 1 and 101 .005 
Significant F values at the .05 level with 1 and 101 d.f. = 3.94, 1 and 99 
d.f. = 3.94, and 1 and 84 d.f. = 3.96. 
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expressed desire," (2) "friends using marijuana/tolerant 
attitude," and (3) "friends using marijuana/beliefs hesitancy." 
In no case did the addition of an interaction variable sig­
nificantly explain more variance in initial marijuana use 
2 (friends/expressed desire R increase = .004, F = .975; 
2 friends/tolerant attitude R increase = .00002, F = .005; 
2 friends/beliefs R increase = .00002, F = .005). Thus, none 
of the salient variables from the panel or cross sectional 
data operated in combination to predict initial marijuana use. 
Conclusions 
This chapter presented analyses of data to resolve the 
three research questions of this project. First, of selected 
variables considered, those which were salient to predicting 
initial marijuana use were: (1) "tolerant attitude toward 
marijuana use" and "opportunity to use marijuana" from the 
1969 to 1971 phase of the panel data; (2) "tolerant attitude 
toward marijuana use," "educational attainment," and 
"opportunity to use marijuana' from the 1971 to 1973 phase of 
the panel data; and (3) "age" "expressed desire to try mari­
juana," "tolerant attitude toward marijuana use," "exposure 
to close marijuana-using friends," and "beliefs causing 
hesitancy to try marijuana" from the cross sectional data. 
Second; of those salient variables, the ones which were most 
consistent in predicting initial marijuana use over time were 
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"tolerant attitude toward marijuana use" and "opportunity to 
use marijuana." The "tolerant attitude" variable appeared in 
models developed from both panel and cross sectional data. 
The "opportunity" variable appeared in the two models 
developed from the panel data. Finally, results of tests 
indicated that none of the salient EXTRINSIC and INTRINSIC 
variables from the panel or cross sectional data interacted 
to predict initial marijuana use. 
Based on the findings from both panel and cross sectional 
data, this author must conclude that of selected variables 
considered, "tolerant attitude toward marijuana use" and 
"opportunity to use marijuana" were the best predictors of 
initial marijuana use. This suggests the following hypotheses: 
(1) Those who report tolerant attitude toward marijuana 
use are more likely to begin marijuana use than 
those who do not report tolerant attitude toward 
marijuana use. 
(2) Those who report opportunity to use marijuana are 
more likely to begin use of marijuana than those 
who do not report opportunity to use marijuana. 
However, findings also suggested that the salience of 
the selected variables to initial marijuana use may have 
changed over time. Thus the two best predictors noted may 
not be "the best" of the selected variables to predict initial 
use of marijuana today. Nevertheless, the hypotheses here are 
presented for testing by future research efforts. 
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CHAPTER 5. CONCLUSIONS AND IMPLICATIONS 
OF RESEARCH 
The focus of this project was to determine whether 
selected variables, indicated by past research to be assoc­
iated with marijuana use, could be used to predict initial 
use of marijuana. Explanations for marijuana use based on a 
reference group orientation and differential association 
theory were used as a guide in selecting variables for assess­
ment as predictors of initial use of marijuana. Kelley (1968) 
noted that when the delivery of rewards or punishments in a 
group is conditional upon evaluations of an individual's 
degree of confointiity to certain standards of behavior or 
attitude, the group functions as a normative reference group 
for the individual. The explanation for deviance offered by 
differential association theory is based on the notion that 
as one participates in a social milieu characterized by 
deviant behavior and attitudes, this group becomes a normative 
reference group for the individual. Thus, one displays 
deviant behavior as he or she conforms to the standards of 
this group, or, as Cressey (Haskell and Yablonsky, 19 74:466) 
noted, deviant behavior comes about as one learns techniques 
for committing deviant acts, plus the motives, drives, ration­
alizations, and attitudes favorable to the commission of 
deviant acts, through interaction with others in intimate 
personal groups. Various investigators (e.g. Kandel, 1974; 
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Plant, 1975; Sadava, 1973a) have noted that their research 
supports differential association theory explanations for 
marijuana use. 
The variables selected for assessment by this project 
were indicative of participation in a social milieu character­
ized by marijuana use, or variables intrinsic to an individual, 
which could be affected through group participation, and 
potentially act to precipitate marijuana use. Johnson (1973: 
67) and Goode (1972:39) explain that some factors (e.g. sex) 
are associated with marijuana use because they represent 
characteristics of marijuana-using groups, and thus increase 
the likelihood that those who have these factors present will 
gain marijuana-using friends. In this project, the variables 
"sex," "age," "educational attainment," and "occupational 
status" were considered indicative of participation in a 
marijuana-using social milieu by the fact that characteristics 
of these variables have been shown by past research to be 
related to marijuana use, and thus may increase the likelihood 
that an individual would gain marijuana-using friends. The 
variables "exposure to close marijuana-using friends" and 
"opportunity to use marijuana" were considered to indicate 
participation in a marijuana-using social milieu through 
assessment of direct contact with such a group. Sutherland 
(Sutherland and Cressey, 1966:82), in one of his tenets of 
differential association theory, stated that when deviant 
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behavior is learned, the learning includes motives, drives, 
rationalizations, and attitudes. The variables "expressed 
desire to try marijuana," "tolerant attitude toward marijuana 
use," "changes in attitude toward marijuana use," and "beliefs 
causing hesitancy to try marijuana" were considered as 
variables intrinsic to an individual which could be affected 
through participation in a marijuana-using social milieu. 
It must be emphasized that although this research is 
based on a reference group orientation with differential 
association theory, it is not designed to test these theories. 
The variables here were not selected to test specific 
hypotheses from these theoretical explanations. The primary 
intent of this project was to determine whether variables 
suggested by past research to be associated with marijuana 
use acted as predictors of initial use of the drug. The 
selection of variables for assessment, from numerous variables 
which have been found associated with marijuana use, was 
guided by the theoretical explanations noted. Since differ­
ential association theory had been supported as an explanation 
for marijuana use in recent literature, it seemed plausible 
that this explanation be incorporated in the research here. 
Thus, while results from this project have implications for 
the reference group orientation and differential association 
theory, they do not provide tests for these theoretical 
explanations for behavior. 
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Three research questions were used in assessing the 
ability of the selected variables to predict initial marijuana 
use: (1) Which of the selected variables are most salient to 
predicting initial marijuana use?, (2) Are these salient 
variables consistent in their ability to predict initial mari­
juana use over time?, and (3) Do these salient variables 
interact or operate in combination to predict initial mari­
juana use? 
The research strategy employed was to assess data col­
lected from panel and cross sectional samples of college 
students in order to develop and compare models designating 
variables salient to predicting initial use of marijuana. The 
panel data contained information collected from the same 
respondents in 1969, 1971, and 1973 who, in 1969, reported 
never having used marijuana. Results of stepwise regression 
analyses were used to develop models which designated (1) those 
variables in 1969 which best predicted initial marijuana use 
by 1971, and (2) those variables in 1971 which best predicted 
initial marijuana use by 197 3. The cross sectional data con­
tained information collected from respondents in 1976 and 
measured the selected variables prior to any marijuana use 
through items which assessed nonusers' situation at the time 
of data collection, and recall items which assessed the situa­
tion just prior to first use of marijuana for those who 
reported a history of marijuana use. Results of stepwise 
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regression analyses were used to develop a model designating 
which variables best predicted marijuana use. The models 
based on panel and cross sectional data were compared in 
resolving the research questions. 
Panel and cross sectional samples were compared regarding 
the patterns of marijuana use and involvement with other drugs 
represented in each group. Initial users of marijuana in 1971 
and 1973 from the panel sample both displayed a novice pattern 
of early marijuana use and reported limited involvement with 
drugs other than marijuana throughout the four years of the 
study. The cross sectional sample had a higher proportion of 
marijuana users than the panel sample, but the pattern of 
marijuana use displayed by cross sectional users was similar 
to that displayed in 1973 by initial 1971 panel users who 
sustained marijuana use by 1973. Cross sectional users had a 
greater degree of involvement with other drugs than panel users 
had at any time of the four-year study. Comparisons of non-
users of marijuana from the panel and cross sectional samples 
indicated that both groups had limited involvement with other 
drugs. 
Results of data analyses suggested the following resolu­
tions for the three research questions. First, those variables 
salient to predicting initial marijuana use were: (1) "toler­
ant attitude toward marijuana use" and "opportunity to use 
marijuana" from the 1959 to 1971 phase of the panel data; 
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(2) "tolerant attitude toward marijuana use," "educational 
attainment," and "opportunity to use marijuana" from the 1971 
to 1973 phase of the panel data; and (3) "age," "expressed 
desire to try marijuana," "tolerant attitude toward marijuana 
use," "exposure to close marijuana-using friends," and "beliefs 
causing hesitancy to try marijuana" from the cross sectional 
data. Second, the salient variables most consistent in pre­
dicting initial marijuana use over time were "tolerant atti­
tude toward marijuana use" and "opportunity to use marijuana." 
Finally, none of the salient EXTRINSIC and INTRINSIC variables 
from the panel or cross sectional data interacted to predict 
initial marijuana use. It was concluded that of the selected 
variables considered, "tolerant attitude toward marijuana use" 
and "opportunity to use marijuana" were the best predictors 
of initial marijuana use. 
Models for prediction of initial marijuana use developed 
from the two phases of the panel data were very similar. 
"Tolerant attitude" and "opportunity" variables both appeared 
in the models as predictors of initial marijuana use by 1971 
and 1973. The model predicting initial use by 1973 also in­
cluded "educational attainment" as a salient variable. 
The model developed from the cross sectional data was 
quite different from panel models. A maximum of three vari­
ables predicted initial marijuana use in the panel sample, 
while five variables were designated as predictors of initial 
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marijuana use in the cross sectional model. "Tolerant 
attitude toward marijuana use" was the only salient variable 
from the panel models which also appeared in the cross sec­
tional model. Further, this variable was not as strong a 
predictor of initial marijuana use in the cross sectional 
sample as it was in the panel sample (i.e. "tolerant attitude" 
was the first variable entered in stepwise regression from 
panel data, but the third variable entered from the cross 
sectional data). 
This author believes that two explanations may account 
for the differences in panel and cross sectional models. 
First, difference in research designs may account for the 
fact that more variables predicting initial marijuana use 
appeared in the cross sectional model than panel models. The 
panel data were collected after two-year interims and changes 
which affected the dependent variable may have occurred during 
these interims that were not assessed (e.g. acquiring close 
marijuana-using friends, develop a desire to try marijuana). 
The cross sectional data were not subject to this problem and 
thus may have allowed more variables to be designated as pre­
dictors of initial marijuana use. 
Second, the fact that different variables predicted mari­
juana use in the cross sectional data collected in 1976 may 
reflect "real" changes regarding the salience of variables 
predicting initial use of marijuana over time. Between 1969 
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and 1976 incidence of marijuana use increased (Abelson et al., 
1973; Strategy Council on Drug Abuse, 1973; Hochman, 1972; 
Sadava, 1975), first use of marijuana was occurring at a 
younger age (Ferraro and Billings, 1974) , and general social 
attitude toward the use of marijuana became more liberal, or 
less restrictive, indicated by the fact that numerous states 
decriminalized marijuana use. These societal changes regard­
ing marijuana use may have had an impact on the ability of 
the selected variables to predict first use of marijuana. Two 
results from analyses of cross sectional data suggest this 
impact occurred: (1) "age" was a salient variable indicating 
that being younger predicted first use of marijuana, and 
(2) "expressed desire to try marijuana" predicted initial use 
of the drug which may indicate that users developed a 
curiosity about marijuana as use ot tne drug became more pre­
valent and attitudes toward marijuana use became more liberal. 
Given the data of this project, this author cannot 
determine whether the two explanations offered "actually" 
accounted for the differences in panel and cross sectional 
models. Additional research, utilizing a panel design, would 
be needed to determine whether differences here were due to 
differing designs and "real" changes in the salience of 
variables. 
This research was designed to overcome methodological 
problems of past research investigating initiation to marijuana 
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use. Specifically, this study focused on "beginning" stages 
of marijuana use, allowed ample time for marijuana use to 
occur, and analyzed data from samples which were representa­
tive of the college student populations from which they were 
selected. The most notable differences between results here 
and results from similar studies pertain to the impact of the 
"marijuana-using friends" variable on initial use. While 
Johnson (1973), Blum (1969), Jessor et al. (1973), Sadava 
(1973a), and Sadava and Forsyth (1975a) all indicated that 
marijuana use by one's friends was a strong predictor of 
initial marijuana use by an individual, the "marijuana-using 
friends" variable was not a strong predictor of initial mari­
juana use in this research. Indeed, this variable only 
appeared as a salient predictor in the cross sectional sample, 
and failed to predict tirst marijuana use in rhe panel wample. 
Regarding these differences, this author believes that 
the results of this project indicate that the "marijuana-
using friends" variable may act as a necessary but not a suf­
ficient condition of marijuana use. Logically, for one to use 
marijuana he or she must have access to the drug, and since 
sale of marijuana is illegal, purchase is usually accomplished 
through trusted friends v/ho use the drug. Thus, "marijuana-
using friends" is a necessary condition for first use of mari­
juana. But, as results here indicated, merely having friends 
who use marijuana is not a sufficient condition for first 
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marijuana use, and, in fact, may be less important than other 
factors involved in initial use. The results from the panel 
data, which used a representative sample and allowed ample 
time for marijuana use to occur, suggested that a number of 
individuals had contact with close friends who used marijuana 
yet did not become users themselves. Thus the utility of 
"marijuana-using friends" as a predictor of initial involve­
ment with marijuana may be questionable. 
Results of this project offer two major implications for 
predicting behavior in sociological studies. First, the use 
of a reference group orientation allowed for prediction of 
initial involvement with marijuana, thus suggesting that this 
theoretical orientation can be used to select variables for 
predicting behavior. Second, the fact that the salience of 
variables here to initial marijuana use apparently chaayeu 
over time suggests that the elements involved in producing 
behavior are not statically related to one another. Rather,-
over time specific elements may play more or less important 
roles in bringing about the behavior. Sociologists concerned 
with predicting behavior should be alert to changes and 
attempt to offer explanations for such changes. Regarding 
results here, this author has suggested that changes in macro-
social level elements may have affected changes in the rela­
tionship of interactional level elements. 
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Results of this research offer substantive, theoretical, 
and practical implications for the sociology of deviance. 
Substantively, this research indicated that prediction of 
initial marijuana use can be achieved by accounting for the 
salient variables designated in the models developed. However, 
other factors, not considered here, are also apparently 
operating to produce initial use of the drug. Substantial 
amounts of variance in initial marijuana use were not 
explained by the salient variables designated (82 per cent, 
79 per cent, and 45 per cent for the 1969 to 1971 phase of 
panel data, 1971 to 1973 phase of panel data, and cross sec­
tional data, respectively). Further, the salient variables 
predicting initial marijuana use changed over time (i.e. 
different predictors in 1976). Thus, further attempts to 
predict initial marijuana use should be alert to audlLional 
variables operating to produce first use, and note that 
salience of variables may not be stable over time. 
Differential association theory was used as a guide for 
selecting variables believed to be crucial in explaining 
marijuana use, and employment of this theory did provide a 
basis for predicting initial marijuana use. However, if the 
explanations for deviance offered by this theory are correct, 
one would have expected "exposure to close marijuana-using 
friends" to be a strong predictor of initial marijuana use. 
Results indicated tPiat this variable only appeared in the 
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cross sectional model. Other variables, particularly "tolerant 
attitude toward marijuana use," suggested by differential 
association theory to develop from associations with deviant 
others, were stronger predictors of first marijuana use. In 
the panel data, "tolerant attitude" appeared as a salient pre­
dictor of initial marijuana use, while "marijuana-using 
friends" did not appear as a salient variable predicting 
initial use of the drug. This raises the possibility that 
variables suggested by the theory as developing from associa­
tions with deviant others (i.e. attitudes developed after 
associations) occurred without the presence of such associates. 
This may imply that individuals with certain attitudes or 
values seek out deviant others, rather than having attitudes 
and values developed from association with deviants, as 
explained by differential association rheory. 
Finally, results of this research offer several practical 
implications for the sociology of deviance. Findings support 
contentions in the literature that increased incidence of 
marijuana use may be expected in the future. The most recent 
data (i.e. 1976 cross sectional sample) indicated that 
"exposure to close marijuana-using friends" predicted initial 
marijuana use, and the majority of nonusers here reported the 
presence of this variable. Additionally, findings suggested 
that more liberal social attitudes regarding marijuana use, 
witnessed in the past few years, contributed to first use of 
145 
marijuana (i.e. "expressed desire to try marijuana" was a 
salient variable in the cross sectional data), and imply that 
increased use of marijuana may be expected. Further, results 
from the cross sectional sample imply that younger users may 
account for a considerable proportion of the increased 
incidence of marijuana use expected. 
Even though increased incidence of use may be expected, 
results here imply that the proportions of regular or "heavy" 
marijuana users are not necessarily expected to increase. 
Most of the users from the panel and cross sectional samples 
were not heavy users, and the patterns of marijuana use dis­
played by cross sectional users and initial 1971 panel users 
sustaining use by 1973 were similar. 
Marijuana use of college students was assessed in this 
project. Most likely the subjects of this study represented 
what might be termed "middle-class citizens" of the present or 
immediate future. Results would thus suggest that the 
"average citizen" of the immediate future can be expected to 
have used marijuana, or perhaps be using it occasionally. 
This implies that the social policy regarding marijuana use 
should attempt to decriminalize use of this drug. To maintain 
marijuana use as a felonious activity under conditions of 
widespread use may run the risk of creating mass disrespect 
for the law. 
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Results of this project also offer implications for drug-
use prevention programs. Here, specific findings from the 
cross sectional data are the most relevant for they indicate 
which variables are currently salient to initial use of mari­
juana. The implication here is that drug programs should 
attend to the salient variables designated in order to suc­
cessfully prevent first use of marijuana. They should 
(1) focus on younger (high school age) individuals (2) attempt 
to discourage the desire to try marijuana, (3) work to dis­
courage tolerant attitudes toward marijuana use, (4) attempt 
to inhibit individuals' contact with close marijuana-using 
friends, and (5) work to instill beliefs causing hesitancy to 
try marijuana. Realistically, programs can focus on younger 
individuals, but cannot directly manipulate the attitudinal 
and behavioral variables suggesled. 
The lack of stability of salient variables related to 
initial use of marijuana implies that drug-use prevention 
programs should be alert to changes in variables related to 
use.- and provide for evaluation of the program's effectiveness. 
One further implication for drug-use prevention programs 
is noted. Assessment of the specific beliefs causing 
hesitancy to try marijuana within the cross sectional sample 
indicated that beliefs held by individuals reflecting "physical 
dangers" or "social consequences" did not effectively deter 
initial marijuana use. This would suggest that programs 
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stressing the "physical dangers" and "social consequences" of 
marijuana use might not be successful in detering individuals 
from initial marijuana use. 
Results from this project, and implications from these 
results, should be interpreted within specific limitations. 
First, initial involvement with marijuana by midwestern college 
students was assessed. Results here may not be applicable to 
prediction of sustained marijuana use or initial use of other 
drugs by the respondents, nor applicable to prediction of 
initial marijuana use by individuals other than midwestern 
college students. Second, only variables associated with 
marijuana use were assessed as to their ability to predict 
involvement with the drug. Other factors which suppressed 
the impact of these variables may have been present and not 
accounted for in analyses. Finally, regarding results from 
the panel data, concern was with determining whether presence 
of variables at one point in time predicted future use of 
marijuana. Other variables, not assessed, may have occurred 
over time that affected the decision whether or not to use 
marijuana, thus inhibiting prediction in a specific case. 
This project has contributed to empirically-based 
knowledge concerning factors believed to predict initial mari­
juana use, but more research efforts are needed in this area 
where only minimal research has been conducted. Exploratory 
research to designate additional variables related to the 
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decision to use marijuana are encouraged. Such efforts might 
focus on designating variables directly related to first mari­
juana use, or related to the predictors of initial use 
identified by this project. Designating factors indirectly 
related to initial marijuana use may suggest variables which 
can be manipulated through drug-use prevention programs to 
deter individuals from potential drug-using careers. 
Research predicting initial marijuana use with variables 
suggested by theoretical explanations other than differential 
association is also encouraged. Although it was indicated 
that differential association theory did provide a basis for 
predicting initial marijuana use, large amounts of variance 
in initial use were unexplained when simply accounting for 
variables related to this theory. As Brotman and Suffet 
noted (1975), many factors may be operating here ranging from 
the individual level, to the interactional level, to the 
macrosocial level. 
Additional research predicting initial use of marijuana, 
or assessing changes in the salience of variables related to 
marijuana use, which utilize a longitudinal design is en­
couraged. Results from such studies can be used to indicate 
changes in the relative importance of variables to first use 
of the drug over time, and suggest causal relationships in 
the process of becoming a marijuana user. 
149 
Finally, studies focusing on initial use of marijuana 
within other populations are needed. Replications of this 
project using samples of high school students, college students 
from other areas of the nation, and nonstudent samples from 
various communities are encouraged. Comparisons of results 
from such studies may identify variables salient to initial 
marijuana use which operate in various social groups. 
With continued research efforts, variables related to 
initial marijuana use can be identified and causal explana­
tions for first use of the drug can be posited. Such achieve­
ments will provide a first step toward understanding why an 
individual becomes a drug user. 
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PREDICTING WHO WILL TURN ON 
M.A. Thesis Illinois State University, 1972 Wayne L. Lucas 
Summary 
This is a summary of the major results and implications 
of a study conducted over a two year period, involving a 
sample of 120 respondents who originally had not reported 
marihuana or other drug use. The project was conducted from 
1969 to 1971. The focus of the study was to assess the 
importance of selected characteristics, which are common to 
marihuana users, in relation to beginning marihuana use. 
At the close of the two year interim, 20 (17%) of the 
120 respondents reported some marihuana experience. Typically, 
these individuals would be classified as novice or experi­
mental smokers in that (1) they had smoked no more than five 
times, (2) their last experience with mciriauduà was three 
months previously, (3) their reported frequency of marihuana 
use was but a few times a year, and (4) they diJ not believe 
they would be smoking five years hence. Their first marihuana 
smoking experience occurred while still enrolled in college, 
they had not used drugs other than marihuana and did not 
desire to try other drugs. 
Five characteristics common to marihuana users were 
identified and designated as predictors of initiation to 
marihuana use. It was hypothesized that those who possessed 
these prediction variables in 1969 vjould be more apt to report 
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marihuana experience by 1971 than those who, did not possess 
the predictors. The following list summarizes the findings 
in order of their importance. 
(1) Persons who possess a personal favorable attitude 
toward marihuana use are more apt to report marihuana use 
than those who do not have a similar personal attitude toward 
marihuana use. The implication here is that possession of 
this variable suggests as openness or positive reference 
toward marihuana use. 
(2) Persons who express a desire to try marihuana are 
more apt to report marihuana use than those who do not express 
such a desire. This suggests that the development of a 
desire to try marihuana may lead to the use of that drug. 
(3) Persons who have a direct opportunity to smoke 
marihuana are more apt to report marihuana use than those who 
do not have a direct opportunity to smoke marihuana. 
(4) Persons who possess friends who smoke marihuana are 
more apt to be initiated to marihuana use than those who do 
not possess marihuana smoking friends. Apparently, affilia­
tion with marihuana users affects an individual's behavior. 
(5) Persons who possess friends with a favorable attitude 
toward marihuana use are not more apt to smoke marihuana than 
those who do not possess friends with a favorable attitude 
toward marihuana use. 
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In addition to testing these variables independently, 
possession of more than one of the variables was also tested 
to determine effects on the initiation to marihuana use. 
Tests concerning the number of prediction variables possessed 
indicate that the more prediction variables possessed by an 
individual, the more apt he will be to report marihuana use. 
Implications of this finding suggest that increases in pre­
dictors possessed reflect more exposure to pro-marihuana 
attitudes or marihuana use. 
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APPENDIX B; STATEMENT PRESENTED TO CROSS SECTIONAL SAMPLE 
RESPONDENTS REGARDING RIGHT TO REFUSE TO 
PARTICIPATE AND PROCEDURES INSURING 
CONFIDENTIALITY OF INFORMATION 
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In order to comply with guidelines for policies and 
procedures for protecting human subjects stipulated in the 
Institutional Guide to PHEW.Pglicy,on Protection of Human 
Subjects (Publication No. (NIH) 72-102) and the Code of Federal 
Regulations (Federal Register, Title 45, Subtitle A, Part 46, 
"Protection of Human Subjects"), this researcher, Wayne L. 
Lucas, wishes to emphasize to his subjects the following 
procedures implemented in this research: 
(1) Your participation in this research project (i.e. 
consent to interview) is not mandatory, and you are 
free to withdraw from participation at any time. 
(2) All information given by you will be held in the 
strictest of confidence. Please note that the 
following procedures are being utilized to insure 
confidentiality. 
(a) No one, other than myself, has had or will have 
access to the list of subjects participating in 
this project. 
(b) No one, other than myself, will have access to 
the raw data (i.e. interview forms) provided by 
the subjects of this project. 
(c) The interview schedule, which I will be marking 
according to your responses, does not, nor will 
it ever, contain any code number, name, or 
markings of any kind which might be used to 
match the information contained within it to a 
specific individual. 
(d) I am the only person making a record of your 
responses, and this record consists of the marks 
and notations made on the interview schedule 
before me. Your responses are not being recorded 
by any form of electronic device or other method. 
(3) Any and all questions that you may have regarding 
the purposes of this research and uses of the 
information collected will be answered. 
(4) The procedures used in this research to insure 
confidentiality have been reviewed and approved by 
the Human Subjects Review Committee of the Department 
of Sociology, Iowa State University. 
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APPENDIX C: CORRELATION VALUES FOR ALL VARIABLES ENTERED 
IN REGRESSION ANALYSIS OF PAÎffiL DATA (1969 TO 
1971) FOR PREDICTION OF MARIJUANA USE 
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APPENDIX D: CORRELATION VALUES FOR ALL VARIABLES ENTERED 
IN REGRESSION ANALYSIS OF PANEL DATA (1971 TO 
1973) FOR PREDICTION OF MARIJUANA USE 
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APPENDIX E: CORRELATION VALUES FOR ALL VARIABLES ENTERED 
IN REGRESSION ANALYSIS OF CROSS SECTIONAL 
DATA FOR PREDICTION OF MARIJUANA USE 
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APPENDIX F: ALTERNATE MODEL PREDICTING MARIJUANA 
USE FROM PANEL DATA (1969 TO 1971) 
173 
Within this appendix, a four-variable model which pre­
dicted marijuana use from the 1969 to 1971 phase of the panel 
data is presented. This alternate model was developed using 
a stagewise regression procedure where the resulting four 
variables were entered in regression prior to the "tolerant 
attitude toward marijuana use" variable. Following these 
procedures, "tolerant attitude" was not included in the final 
regression equation. 
Table 15 presents the regression results. "Expressed 
desire to try marijuana" was entered first in regression and 
explained better than 11 per cent of the variance in the 
dependent variable. "Opportunity to use marijuana" was 
2 
entered second in regression and increased the R by about 
six per cent. "Beliefs causing hesitancy to try marijuana" 
entered third and increased the R" by approximately three per 
cent. Finally, "educational attainment" was entered and 
2 increased the R by more than two per cent. The first two 
variables were positively related to the dependent variable 
indicating that the presence of an expressed desire to try 
marijuana and opportunity to use marijuana in 1969 predicted 
marijuana use by 1971. The last two variables were negatively 
related to the dependent variable indicating that the absence 
of beliefs causing hesitancy to try marijuana and lower educa­
tional level in 1969 predicted initial marijuana use by 1971. 
These four variables accounted for nearly 23 per cent of the 
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variance in initial marijuana use by 1971. Figure 4 presents 
the model for predicting initial marijuana use based on these 
data. 
Interaction effects from the EXTRINSIC variable 
"opportunity to use marijuana" and INTRINSIC variables 
"expressed desire to try marijuana" and "beliefs causing 
hesitancy to try marijuana" were examined (see Table 16). 
The addition of a variable to the model which accounted for 
"opportunity/expressed desire" interaction did not signifi-
2 
cantly explain more variance in initial marijuana use (R 
increase = .003, F = .393). However, the addition of a 
variable to the model which accounted for "opportunity/beliefs 
hesitancy" interaction did explain significantly more variance 
2 in initial marijuana use (R increase = .15, F = 22.60). This 
suggested that for the four-variable model presented here, 
"opportunity to use marijuana" and "beliefs causing hesitancy 
to try marijuana" in 1969 operated in combination to predict 
initial marijuana use by 1973. Further analyses indicated 
that this interaction occurred, primarily, between the absence 
of beliefs causing hesitancy to try marijuana and the presence 
of opportunity to use marijuana. 
Table 15. Results of stepwise regression for alternate model predicting marijuana 
use from panel data (19 69 to 1971) 
Salient variables Regression ^ 
coef ficient 
r2 2 Change in R F 
(enter 
equation) 
F^ 
(remain at 
final step) 
Expressed desire . 27908 .11471 — — 13.09 9 .05 
Opportunity- . 22679 .17779 .06309 7. 67 5.92 
Beliefs hesitancy -.16536 .20796 .03017 3. 77 3.44 
Education -.15055 .22979 . 02183 2. 78 2.78 
^Standardized beta presented. 
value to enter equation at .10 significance level = 2.76. 
value to remain in equation at .25 significance level = 1.34. 
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Table 16. Results of tests for interaction effects of variables in alternate 1969 
to 19 71 model 
Models compared Change in R'' Degrees of 
freedom 
F* 
Alternate model 
With opportunity/expres'.sed 
desire interaction 
Alternate model 
With opportunity/beliefs 
hesitancy interaction 
22:979 
22290 
22979 
37532 
.00311 
.14553 
1 and 9 7 
1 and 97 
. 393 
22.598 
Significant F value at .05 level with 1 and 97 d.f. = 3.94. 
